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ABSTRACT
THE ROLE OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS IN THE
CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT PROCESS
(February 1980)
John R. Rosenberg, B.A., University of Massachusetts
M.A.
,
University of Massachusetts
Ed.D., University of Massachusetts
Directed by: Professor Robert L. Sinclair
The purpose of this descriptive research study
was to determine the prescribed and currently performed
role of elementary school principals in the curriculum
development process, and to determine what role in
curriculum development elementary school principals
desired to have in the future.
The design of this study consisted of two parts.
The first part was a review of writings by theorists,
practitioners, and researchers in the fields of school
administration and curriculum development which related
specifically to the past and present curriculum develop-
ment roles of elementary school principals. The second
part contained questionnaire and interview surveys of the
present and desired future roles of elementary school
Vll
principals in curriculum development. Questionnaire data
were obtained from thirty-seven public elementary school
P^^incipals randomly selected to provide a purposefully
diverse sample from the school districts of Hampden County
in southwestern Massachusetts.
The descriptive data collected, analyzed, and
reported in the study were directly related to the follow-
ing three major and nine complementary research questions
which guided the study's operation.
Question 1. What do selected literature and research
findings state about the prescribed and actual role of the
elementary principal in curriculum development?
A. What do authors in school administration suggest
about the role of elementary school principals in the
curriculum development process?
B. What do authors in curriculum development suggest
about the role of the elementary principal in the
curriculum development process?
C. What are the conclusions of selected previous research
studies about the role of the elementary school
principal in curriculum development?
Question 2. What is the current role of the selected
elementary school principals in the curriculum development
process?
viii
A. What curriculum development activities are delegated
to the principals?
B. What curriculum development activities are initiated
by the principals?
C. How much time do principals devote to the curriculum
development process?
Question 3. What do selected elementary school
principals believe their curriculum development role
should be?
A. What activities do principals believe relate to
the curriculum development process?
B. What priorities do principals give to activities
which relate to the curriculum development process?
C. What would elementary school principals like to
see as their curriculum development role in the
future?
In response to the first major research question,
the review of the literature indicated that almost all
of the authors in the fields of curriculum and school
administration believed that elementary school principals
should have a major leadership role in the curriculum
development process. The focus on the individual, local
elementary school as the key unit for curriculum development
gave impetus to this general concurrence. The actual roles
most often described by the authors were those of coordina-
tor and facilitator. The most recent writings and research
IX
findings indicated serious role conflicts, often caused
by increased administrative or management responsibilities
of the elementary principals and other outside pressures
which have negatively affected their leadership role in
curriculum development.
The second major research question, answered through
the findings of the questionnaire and the interviews,
supported the findings of the review of literature by
indicating that the curriculum development role of elemen-
tary principals, in practice, is often less than that
advanced by many theorists in curriculum and school admin-
istration. The delegated activities which represent
administrative, managerial, and supervisory roles took up
the greatest percentage of their time. Curriculum develop-
ment activities were generally found to be initiated by the
principals, and represented such supportive roles as
coordinator and facilitator.
The findings of the questionnaires and interviews
also answered the third major research question by
reporting that the sampled elementary school principals
wanted to be involved in curriculum development, but merely
in the roles of facilitator or coordinator. They seemed to
be comfortable with the delegated activities such as
developing budgets, evaluating instruction, and coordina-
ting the use of materials and personnel, and initiated
X
activities such as assisting teachers, and facilitating
curriculum development, but shied away from direct leader-
ship and curriculum decision making within their individ-
ual schools.
This study indicated that elementary school prin-
cipals actually do not have a strong leadership role in
curriculum development. As the literature suggests, they
tend to hold supportive curriculum development roles as
coordinators and facilitators, while devoting most of their
time to administrative and managerial activities within
their individual schools. Finally, the study suggests the
need for further research to determine the reasons why
elementary school principals do not exert their potential
influence as educational leaders in the curriculum develop-
ment process.
xi
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The role of the elementary school principal in
curriculum development has been defined by education
theorists and practitioners as including various
responsibilities. Although there has been general agree-
ment by most educators that the elementary school principal
should play a part in the development of school curriculum,
the problem is that the exact nature and importance of the
principal's curriculum development role is not clear.
Over the last seventy-five years, leaders in curric-
ulum development including Franklin Bobbitt, Ralph Tyler,
Hilda Taba, and John Goodlad have advanced different views
concerning the curriculum development process and have
suggested key participants who are central to decision
making.^ Those participants who have been identified,
depending upon the individual philosophies and objectives
Franklin Bobbitt, How to Make a Curriculum (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1924); Ralph W. Tyler, Basic
Principles of Curriculum and Instruction (Chicago; The
University of Chicago Press, 1949); Hilda Taba,
Curriculum Development (New York: Harcourt, Brace &
World, Inc., 1962); John I. Goodlad, "Who Should Make
Curriculum Decisions?" The Nation's Schools 75 (March
1965) :66-68.
1
2of the curriculum writers, include members of the community,
the school committee
,
parents
'
groups
,
the school
' s central
administration, the individual school principal, teachers,
and pupils. The authors place various degrees of respon-
sibility for decision making on these participants.
Historically, the curriculum development process has
changed and become more complex as have society and the
schools. For example, during the first half of this cen-
tury enrollments rose, schools grew larger, and the curric-
ulum in many schools was expanded. The roles of school
personnel changed in response to the complexity of the
schools and society.^ Curriculum specialists emerged as an
obvious need. Yet, school principals were often teaching
principals who spent most of their time in the classroom.
Although this placed them closer to the actual learning
situation, they had little to say about the developm.ent of
the curriculum which was generally prescribed at the
2district level.
During the past two decades, elementary school prin-
cipals moved from the instructional classroom role to
^Peter Palmer Mickelson and Kenneth H. Hansen,
Elementary School Administration (New York: McGraw-Hill
Book Company, Inc., 1957), p. 73.
^Willard S. Elsbree and Harold J. McNally, Elementary
School Administration and Supervision , 2nd ed. (New York.
American Book Company, 1959), p. 122.
3supervisory managerial responsibilities covering a
multitude of tasks. ^ Writers in elementary school admin-
istration such as William C. Reavis, Paul B. Jacobson,
Hollis L. Caswell, Albert H. Shuster, Emery Stoops, and
John E. Cooper have attempted to make some sense out of
this assortment of often unrelated tasks . ^ They have come
up with a sort of jack-of-all trades who is expected to
show leadership in dealing with every facet of education
and modern school administration, including curriculum de-
velopment. The stated responsibilities seem overwhelming
when viewed in their entirety. As a result of numerous
responsibilities, the elementary school principal may end
up dealing, most often and most effectively, with those
issues which are of immediate concern in the everyday ad-
ministration of the building. The issue now arises as to
how curriculum development fits into the multitude of
assigned or assumed duties.
^Mickelson and Hansen, p. 5.
2
William C. Reavis e^
,
Administering the Elemen-
tary School, A Cooperative Educational Enterprise (New
York: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1953); Paul B. Jacobson, William
C. Reavis, and James Logsdon, The Effective School Principal
(Englewood Cliffs, N.J.; Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1954); Hollis
L. Caswell and Arthur W. Foshay, Education in the Elementary
School
,
3rd ed. (New York: American Book Company, 1957);
Albert H. Shuster and Don H. Stewart, The Principal and the
Autonomous Elementary School (Columbus, Oh.: Charles E.
Merrill Publishing Company, 1973) ; Emery Stoops and James R.
Marks, Elementary School Supervision (Boston: Allyn and
Bacon, Inc.
,
1965) ; and John E. Cooper, Elementary School
Principal ship (Columbus, Oh.: Charles E. Merrill Books,
Inc.
,
1967)
.
4Scholars suggest that the elementary school prin-
cipal should take a part in the curriculum development
process. Many, including Willard S. Elsbree, William C.
Jordan, Peter Palmer Mickelson, and Emery Stoops, do not
see the elementary school principal as having all of the
curriculum decision-making responsibilities.^ They
project the role as one of a coordinator or facilitator
in a curriculum development process involving many
participants. However, John E. Cooper, Albert H. Shuster,
Paul B. Jacobson, and William C. Reavis believe that
certain kinds of curricular decisions are the rightful
2
responsibility of the principal.
Although theorists and practitioners in the fields
of curriculum development and elementary school admin-
istration during the past three-quarters of a century do not
agree on any decisive or clear picture of the role of the
elementary school principal in the curriculum development
process, all seem to agree that a major role certainly needs
^Elsbree and McNally, pp. 92-123; William J. Jordan,
Elementary School Leadership (New York: McGraw-Hill
Book Co.
,
Inc.
,
1959)
,
p. 2F; Mickelson and Hansen,
p. 102; and Stoops and Marks, pp. 133-160.
^Cooper, pp. 101-102; Shuster and Stewart, pp. 176-
178; Jacobson, Reavis and Logsdon, pp. 149-150; and
Reavis et al.
,
p. 127.
clarification and definition. It is this need for clarifi-
cation and definition that gives direction to the present
study.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to determine the
prescribed and currently practiced role of elementary
school principals in the curriculum development process,
and to determine what curriculum role elementary school
principals desire to have. Specifically, the following
research questions will guide the study:
1) What do selected literature and research findings
state about the prescribed and actual role of the
elementary principal in curriculum development?
2) What is the current role of selected elementary
school principals in the curriculum development
process?
3) What do selected elementary school principals
believe their curriculum development role should
be?
Each of these questions has been broken down into more
specific questions which directly relate to the problem as
previously stated. These related questions give direction
to the inquiry into the role of the elementary school
principal in curriculum decision making.
6R0search Qusstion I. What do SGlected literatur6 and
research findings state about the prescribed and actual
role of the elementary principal in curriculum development?
A. What do authors in school administration
suggest about the role of elementary school
principals in the curriculum development process?
B. What do authors in curriculum development
suggest about the role of the elementary principal
in the curriculum development process?
C. What are the conclusions of selected previous
research studies about the role of the elementary
school principal in curriculum development?
Research Question II. What is the current role of selected
elementary school principals in the curriculum development
process?
A. What curriculum development activities are
delegated to the principals?
B. What curriculum development activities are
initiated by the principals?
C. How much time do principals devote to the
curriculum development process?
Research Question III. What do selected elementary school
principals believe their curriculum development role should
be?
A. What activities do principals believe relate
to the curriculum development process?
7B. What priorities do principals give to activities
which relate to the curriculum development
process?
C. What would elementary school principals like to
see as their curriculum development role in the
future?
Definition of Terms
For the purposes of this study, the terms curriculum
,
curriculum development
,
elementary school
,
elementary
principal
,
and role are defined as follows:
Curriculum . The role of elementary school principals
in curriculum development is determined to a large degree
by the definition of curriculum used in their individual
schools, or school systems. If curriculum is developed at
a level close to the learners, reflecting their unique needs,
interests and abilities, it is likely that the definition
will be broader in its scope, less static, and probably
include more design components in its development and
evaluation. However, the principal's role will differ
greatly when curriculum is defined as pre-packaged objec-
tives, learning experiences, and materials developed out-
side the school setting.
Because the present study describes the role of
principals in different schools and school systems which
8use various definitions of curriculum, the definition used
here is general enough in nature to cover all situations
which were identified in the investigation. Too strict or
narrow a definition would have predetermined the data out-
come and limited the study to those situations which adhered
only to the specific definition. On the other hand, the
definition had to be clear enough to allow for a thorough
understanding of the problem presented, data described, and
conclusions developed within the study.
The determination of the definition of curriculum
used in this study has taken into consideration the views
of many writers in the field of curriculum. They usually
disagree on the scope of the term, referring to "intended
learning,"^ "the interaction between the learner and the
external conditions in the environment to which he can
2
react," "all the activities and experiences in which pupils
3participate under the direction of the school," "the whole
^John I. Goodlad, The Development of a Conceptual
System for Dealing with Problems of Curriculum and Instruc-
tion
,
report sponsored by the Cooperative Research Program
of the Office of Education, U.S. Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, Contract No. SAE-8024, Project No.
454 (Los Angeles: University of California, 1966), p. 11.
^Tyler, p. 63.
Arthur Frank Zaccaria, "The Perceived Role of the
Elementary School Principal in Curriculum Development,"
Ed.D. dissertation. Ball State University, 1969, p. 4.
9body of courses offered by an educational institu-
tion .
. or "all planned activities
. . or
those experiences for which the school accepts respon-
sibility." This variation in scope is illustrated again
in Good's third edition of the Dictionary of Education which
defines curriculum as " (.3) a group of courses and planned
experiences which a student has under the guidance of the
school . .
. ; may refer to what is intended, as planned
courses and other activities or intended opportunities or
experiences, or to what was actualized for the learner, as
in actual educational treatment or all experiences of the
learner under the direction of the school."^
Moreover, the definition of curriculum, broad or
narrow, often takes on particular characteristics depending
upon its application to a specific purpose or situation.
Margaret Ammons, in her study of educational objectives,
identifies curriculum as "an organization of educational
objectives . . . within the context of a specific education-
^Webster's Third New International Dictionary (1966)
,
s.v. "curriculum."
2William Vernon Hicks
,
The New Elementary
School Curriculum (New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold Co.,
1970)
,
p. 26.
^Carter V. Good, ed. , Dictionary of Education , 3rd
ed. (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1973), s.v. "curriculum."
10
institution
. . Glon Haas, whan defining curric-
ulum in terms of modern or contemporary education, accepts
the importance of objectives in the curriculum planning
process, but utilizes the context of a "program of
education," extending outside the traditional school en-
vironment. ^
Since this study deals with the "hidden" curriculum
as well as that which is "expressed,"^ the meanings which
characterize the broader scope were utilized and curriculum
was defined as follows: all those experiences of the learner
for which the school can be held responsible.
Curriculum development . The meaning of the term
curriculum development depends on the definition one accepts
for curriculum. In his research study, "The Perceived Role
of the Elementary School Principal in Curriculum Develop-
ment,"^ Arthur Zaccaria first quotes the somewhat limited
^Margaret Ammons, "Educational Objectives: The Rela-
tion between the Process Used in their Development and their
Quality," Ph.D. dissertation. University of Chicago, 1961,
p . 32
.
^Glen Haas, ed. , Curriculum Planning: A New Approach ,
2nd ed. (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc. , 1977) . pp. 4-61.
^Robert L. Sinclair, "Toward Curriculum Meaning," paper
prepared for Center for Curriculum Studies, School of Educa-
tion, University of Massachusetts, 1977; and Louis Fischer,
"The Constitution and the Curriculum," in Curriculum Hand-
book, Louis Rubin, ed. (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1977),
^rT95.
4 cZaccaria, p. 5.
11
definition of Clarence E. Petersen which states that curric-
ulum development is "the process of planning those experi-
ences for children through which the objectives of the school
may best be realized, the process of making these experiences
a reality, and evaluating their effectiveness in terms of
the changed behavior of children."^
Albert I. Oliver also broadly defines curriculum
development as that process which will "create conditions
that will improve learning," and goes on to state that
"Curriculum improvement is decision-making
. . In this
sense the terms improvement and development may be inter-
changed, although such is not always the case. Generally,
development is considered to have a more extensive defini-
tion which includes improvement. However, since it is not
often that principals will find themselves in situations
where there is no existing curriculum, they will be dealing
primarily with improving by changing or adding to that which
is presently in effect.
^Clarence E. Petersen, "The Responsibility of the
Future Elementary School Administrator for Developing the
Curriculum," The Future of the Elementary School Administra -
tor
,
Twenty-fifth Yearbook (Sacramento: California
Elementary School Administrators' Association, 1953), p. 123.
2
Albert I. Oliver, Curriculum Improvement (New York:
Dodd, Mead & Co., 1965), pp. 12-13.
f12
Besides differences in the concepts of curriculum
development attributed to the scope of the definitions, the
process may involve various participants from among the
school personnel and the community depending on the par-
ticular curriculum design in use in a given school system.
"Curriculum development is a complex social enterprise
demanding the highest skills in human relationships, guide-
,
respect for personalities
,
mutual responsibilities
of individuals and groups, and good reflective thinking."^
Babcock seems to agree with this definition and adds, "The
process of curriculum development involves a wide range of
activities from a clarification of educational goals and
objectives to the in-service education of teachers."
Considering all of the foregoing, curriculum develop-
ment, as used in the present study, is viewed as the process
of planning, implementing, evaluating, and revising the
school curriculum, including the creation of "an atmosphere
3
conducive to curriculum improvement .
"
^James R. Marks, Emery Stoops, and Joyce King-Stoops,
Handbook of Educational Supervision (Boston: Allyn and
Bacon, Inc., 1971), p. 491.
^Chester D. Babcock, "The Emerging Role of the Curric-
ulum Leader," Role of Supervisor and Curriculum Director in
a Climate of Change
,
1965 Yearbook of Association for Super-
vision and Curriculum Development (Washington, D.C.:
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Deveopment,
1965)
,
p. 59.
Marks, Stoops, and King-Stoops, p. 474.
Elementary school . For the purpose of this study an
elementary school is defined as a school composed of or
including combinations of grades kindergarten through six
ages four through twelve. Schools with only
pupils below grade one or above grade five are not included.
However, because modern elementary schools represent a
multitude of organizational patterns, any combination of
grades between kindergarten and grade six is acceptable.
The rationale for the definition was to insure that the
study deals exclusively with schools of basic elementary
characteristics and excludes middle or junior high schools
which generally take on the nature of typical secondary
schools
.
Elementary principal . The principal is the designated
chief administrator and supervisor of an elementary school.
Because of the obvious restrictions imposed on their
supervisory and administrative schedules by classroom respon-
sibilities, teaching principals (those with teaching as a
major function) were not included in the study. It is
assumed that their roles would not be comparable to the
vast majority of supervising principals.
Role . Used in the context of this study, the term
role refers to the types of activities prescribed for prin -
cipals, or performed by them as they carry out their work
in curriculum development. This relates to the general
definition presented by Eugene Bartoo, who states that "role
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IS used to mean the expectations held as to the behavior
of persons in a particular grouping,"^ and to that of
Campbell, Corbally, and Ramseyer which mentions only the
"customary function one serves in carrying out daily
work.
The meaning used in the present study, then, includes
the concepts of expected and actual functions as found in
Good's definition: "Behavior patterns of functions expected
or carried out by an individual in a given societal con-
text . " ^
Significance of the Study
Assuming that the curriculum is an important key to
educational activity within the school and that the prin-
cipal is the educational leader of the school, it follows
that the principal should be a key leader for curriculum
development within the school. It is important to determine
and describe the form which this leadership takes in our
Eugene Bartoo, "Who is the Curriculum Worker?"
Curriculum Leaders: Improving Their Influence , a report
from the ASCD Working Group on the Role, Function and
Preparation of the Curriculum Worker (Washington, D.C.:
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development,
1976)
,
p. 11.
^Roald F. Campbell, John E. Corbally, and John A.
Ramseyer, Introduction to Educational Administration , 3rd
ed. (Boston! Allyn and Bacon, Inc. , 1966) , p. 4!
^Good, s.v. "role."
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schools, especially in our elementary schools where the
fundamentals are laid for each child's education. This
study identifies ways the principal's role in curriculum
development is manifest in selected elementary schools.
The study provides valuable information contributing to a
more thorough understanding of the curriculum leadership
function of the elementary principal, and stimulates and
encourages more effective leadership for curriculum improve-
ment.
Additionally, curriculum specialists might apply the
results of the present study to the formulation of concept-
ual designs for curriculum development. Theoreticians in
school administration may find the descriptive data useful
in setting forth a realistic picture of the involvement of
the elementary school principal in curriculum within a
school system or individual school building.
Moreover, the treatment of the study serves to create
a greater awareness of the various aspects or components of
curriculum within an elementary school, besides that which is
"expressed" or written. "Hidden" curriculum is often over-
looked in the definition of the traditional school setting,
but is a part of this investigation.
At the college or university level, the present study
will be helpful to teachers designing courses aimed at edu-
cating future school administrators or improving the curric-
ulum development skills of present school administrators.
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For individuals considering or planning for a career
in elementary school administration, specifically the
principalship, the information produced should be extremely
helpful. An understanding of the elementary principal's
role in curriculum development will allow students to plan
a course of study which will provide sufficient knowledge
and experience to be able to cope with future problems and
responsibilities. The chronological review of selected
literature pertaining to the evolution of the role of the
elementary principal in curriculum development coupled with
the description of present roles and possible future
directions may suggest trends in this administrative func-
tion.
The study should hold particular significance for
school systems in creating or revising their organizational
plan for system-wide curriculum development. Superinten-
dents of schools, assistant superintendents (especially
those with a major assignment in curriculum development)
,
directors of elementary education, curriculum specialists,
and teachers who are responsible for the curriculum design
in the elementary schools, will benefit from a better
perception of the part played by the individual elementary
principal. The specific role of the elementary principal
should be carefully defined to insure proper initiation and
successful implementation of the total curriculum development
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design throughout the school system. Even with individual
schools# the results of the study should be of assistance
in developing a useful job description which may not have
existed previously. Also# the findings of the study would
assist principals to determine the specifics of their role
as defined in negotiated contracts when principals are
included in the collective bargaining statutes.
Finally# this study gathers descriptive data which
should stimulate interest in future evaluation and research
concerning the leadership role of the elementary school
principal in general and their curriculum development respon-
sibilities in particular.
Delimitations of the Study
There were specific delimitations to this study which
should be noted and kept in mind when viewing the results
of the research. These delimitations contribute to a
unique frame of reference which affects the use of the data
in a practical sense and determines its applicability as a
theoretical base for further inquiry.
First# the study is of a descriptive nature only. It
is limited to an investigation of the role of elementary
school principals in curriculum development as described by
practitioners and researchers who have written about the
topic# and elementary principals who will be responding to
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the inquiries of the questionnaires and interviews. No
attempt is being made here to correlate the descriptive
data with the results of previous research or relate the
to possible determinants. These activities are
valid concerns for further studies. Predictions of the
future role of elementary principals in curriculum develop-
ment are limited to the participating principals' percep-
tions of what the ideal future role should be and their
perceptions of the importance of their current duties.
Second, the population sample involves only full-time,
supervising principals of selected public elementary schools
in a distinct geographic area. All participants are limited
to non-teaching administrative and supervisory duties within
their particular schools. No vice-principals or other
staff personnel are included. Because the research is
dealing only with the role of principals of elementary
schools, basically containing combinations of grades kinder-
garten through six, the resulting data will not be projected
to the role of principals at other levels. No limit has
been placed on school size. On the other hand, a conscious
attempt will be made to include representative schools of
all sizes. Moreover, principals will be purposefully
selected from communities within the western Massachusetts
region which manifest a wide range of characteristics and
represent urban, suburban, and rural populations. As
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expected, the data collected will pertain only to principals
in similar communities and educational environments.
A third but vitally important delimitation involves
the definition of such key words as "curriculum" and "curric-
ulum development" (refer to "Definition of Terms"). The
data derived from principals' responses to the questionnaires
and interviews was influenced to a large degree by their
perceptions of the meaning of the questions, and how broadly
or narrowly they pictured the scope of activities involved
in curriculum development. The intention of the study is to
utilize the broad definition in order to allow for a compre-
hensive description of the elementary principals' role in
curriculum development.
Design of the Study
The design of this study consisted of two parts. The
first part contained a review of the literature and previous
research which pertained specifically to the role of the
elementary principal in curriculum development. The second
part outlined the gathering of information from selected
elementary principals in the field to obtain a description
of their present role in curriculum development and their
perceptions about what their role should be in the future.
Each of these two parts was divided into subsections
as
listed below.
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Part I. Review of Literature and Previous Research
A. Review of literature in the field of school
administration relating to the role of the
principal in curriculum development in elementary
schools
.
B. Review of literature in the field of curriculum
development relating to the role of the elemen-
tary principal.
C. Review of findings of previous research concern-
ing the role of elementary principals in curric-
ulum development.
D. Conclusion to Part I.
Part II. Current Research
A. Selection of sample.
B. Development of data gathering instruments.
C. Data collection.
1. Administration of questionnaire.
2. Administration of interviews.
D. Plan for analysis and reporting of data.
Each section is described more fully below so that the
exact steps for conducting the study are clear.
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Part I. Review of Literature and Previous Research
The review of literature is a critical component of
the design of this study, providing more than just back-
ground for the investigation into the present role of the
elementary school principal in curriculum development. It
helps to accomplish a comprehensive examination of the topic
being studied. Moreover, the contributions of school ad-
ministrators, curriculum specialists, combined with the
results of previous related research projects give rationale
and substance to the present study. Also, many of the items
making up the investigative instrument and interview
schedule were drawn from the review. The division of the
review of literature into three sections results from the
unique outlooks of writers in the various fields mentioned
above and provides subsequent organization for this part
of the study. Each of the three sections is concluded with
a summary of central ideas presented by the writers ident-
ified in that part.
A. Review of literature in the field of school
administration relating to curriculum development in elemen-
tary schools .
This section reviews the works of leading authorities
in the field of school administration, specifically per-
taining to the elementary principalship , which discuss the
curriculum development role. Although some historical
perspective is beneficial, greater attention will be given
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to those educators who write about current trends in
school administration. Moreover, consideration also is
given to those educators who write about current trends in
school administration. Moreover, consideration also is
given to the amount of stress or importance assigned to the
curriculum development role as a priority within the prin-
cipal's total school responsibilities. Leaders in school
administration whose work was subject to investigation
include, among others, Mickelson, Hansen, Elsbree, McNally,
Reavis, Pierce, Jacobson, Caswell, Stoops, Marks, Cooper,
Campbell, and Shuster.
B. Review of literature in the field of curriculum
development relating to the role of the elementary prin-
cipal .
This section examines the ideas of specialists in the
field of curriculum, or more specifically curriculum
development, as they pertain to the function of school
administrators, particularly elementary principals. As
in the previous section, some historical background was
used to set the stage for the study, while describing the
thinking concerning the prescribed role of the elementary
principal in developing curriculum. The study drew upon
the writings of curriculum specialists including Bobbitt,
Beauchamp, Oliver, Doll, Herrick, Tyler, Goodlad, Sinclair,
Macdonald, and others.
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Review of findings of previous research concerningh^e role ot elementary principals in curriculum development
.
This section identifies selected research which is
for the present study. The conclusions of each
selected research study was reviewed and data which relates
fo the role of the elementary principal in curriculum
development was reported. Along with the ideas from the
first two sections of the "Review of Literature," informa-
tion drawn from the review of research data was used to
compile the items for the investigative instrument and to
determine the format and questions for the interviews.
D. Conclusion to Part I .
This concluding section summarizes the main ideas
found in "Part I. Review of Literature and Previous Re-
search" and, therefore, answers the first major research
question, "What do selected literature and research find-
ings state about the prescribed and actual role of the
elementary principal in curriculum development?" Moreover,
the section presents generalizations and specific curric-
ulum activities derived from the opinions of the selected
authors in the fields of school administration and curric-
ulum development as well as the conclusions and recommenda-
tions of the identified researchers who have previously
studied the curriculum development role of the elementary
school principal. Specifically, the following sub-questions
were answered:
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1. What do authors in school administration suggest
about the role of elementary school principals
in the curriculum development process?
2. What do authors in curriculum development
suggest about the role of the elementary prin-
cipal in the curriculum development process?
3. What are the conclusions of selected previous
research studies about the role of the elemen-
tary principal in curriculum development?
Part II. Current Research
A. Selection of sample .
Because this is a descriptive study covering a
designated geographic area, a purposefully stratified sam-
ple of principals was selected. The geographic area
included in the study consists of Hampden County in west-
ern Massachusetts. This area contains school systems with
a wide variety of characteristics, from city environments
with very old and very modern schools to rural situations
with small local schools or larger regional ones. In order
to insure that the selected sample of elementary school
principals was representative of the total population
within each sociological category (urban, suburban, and
rural)
,
specific selection procedures were followed.
These procedures are described below.
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School systems. All school systems within Hampden
County in western Massachusetts were grouped according to
the classification of urban, suburban, and rural. This
classification system was used as it was assumed that
the division of the total sampled population into these
^^tegories would consequently group the school systems
according to size and other sociological variables which
might be relevant to the final outcome of data.
Elementary principals . All elementary principals
the school systems listed within each category (urban,
suburban and rural) were assigned a code number. This
code number was used throughout the analysis and reporting
of data in order to insure confidentiality. The list of
principals' names and addresses was obtained from the
directory of public schools published by the Massachusetts
Department of Education. Finally, utilizing standard
randomization tables, principals from each of the three
groups of school systems were selected to provide a
population sample.
B. Development of data gathering instruments
1. Questionnaire
The first data gathering instrument was a ques-
tionnaire composed of two sections: (1) face sheet
including demographic information about the school system,
the individual school, and the principal; and (2) ques-
tions concerning the role of the principal in curriculum
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development. Form and content of items in both sections
were determined by the researcher after a thorough study
of relevant literature, review of items included in data
gathering instruments from previous research projects, an
analysis of recommendations of other researchers, and con-
sultation with the present researcher's dissertation ad-
visory committee and especially with his committee chair-
person .
The demograph information sought on the face sheet
of the questionnaire identifies: (1) data about the school
system such as size, organizational pattern, persons
responsible for or taking part in the curriculum develop-
ment process outside the individual schools; (2) data
about the individual schools including number of pupils,
teachers, grades, auxiliary personnel; and (3) data about
the responding principal such as educational background
and years of experience in education and elementary ad-
ministration .
The main body of the questionnaire contained items
relating to the current activities of the principal which
affect the curriculum development process and to future
activities in this area which he or she thinks are desir-
able. The items cover such aspects of curriculum develop-
ment as philosophy, aims, objectives, learning opportuni-
ties, materials, and evaluation.
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Additionally, the questions allowed the principals
to indicate the amount of time spent on various curriculum
development activities, and the degree of importance they
place on desirable curriculum activities for the future.
After the initial selection of items for the ques-
tionnaire, the instrument was further refined through
review by several elementary principals who are part of
a study group within western Massachusetts sponsored by
the Massachusetts Elementary Principals' Association, and
graduate students in the School of Education at the Uni-
versity of Massachusetts who are members of the Center for
Curriculum Studies. The refined data gathering instrument,
including a letter of introduction, was printed for dis-
tribution in a manner that is conducive to receiving a
response
.
2. Interview Schedule
A form was developed by the researcher to record
responses and facilitate the interview process. The ques-
tions were open-ended and corresponded in content to the
major research questions of the present study.
C. Data Collection
1. Administration of questionnaire
Questionnaires were mailed out to selected elementary
school principals along with a letter of introduction
stating the purpose of the study, directions for completing
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the listed items, and soliciting their cooperation in
promptly returning the completed questionnaire. Each
questionnaire was accompanied by a stamped, self-addressed
envelope. Two weeks following the distribution of the
questionnaire, a follow-up letter was mailed to all prin-
cipsls who had not responded, again seeking their coopera-
tion in implementing this phase of the study.
2. Administration of interviews
Immediately following the return of the question-
naires, one-fourth of the principals responding was random-
ly selected to be contacted for a personal interview.
Again standard randomization tables were used. The purpose
of this interview was threefold: (1) to confirm responses
to the questionnaire, (2) to clarify any items or issues
that the principals might be uncertain about, and (3) to
collect additional information about the role of the
principal in curriculum decision making that the principal
being interviewed felt was important.
D. Plan for Analysis and Reporting of Data
All raw data were converted to percentages and
analyzed and reported as it relates to research question 2,
"What is the current role of selected elementary school
principals in the curriculum development process?" and
research question 3, "What do selected elementary school
principals believe their curriculum development role should
be?"
29
Specifically, the following questions are answered
by reporting the percentages of principals' responses to
each:
II-A. What curriculum development activities are
delegated to the principals?
II-B. What curriculum development activities are
initiated by the principals?
II-C. How much time do principals devote to the
curriculum development process?
III-A. What activities do principals believe
relate to the curriculum development process?
III-B. What priorities do principals give to
activities which relate to the curriculum develop-
ment process?
III-C. What would elementary school principals like
to see as their curriculum development role in the
future?
Percentages were computed for the total population
sample and identified according to each of the stated
classifications within the sample (urban, suburban, and
rural)
.
Demographic information was reported as percentages
of principals' responses for each item requested on the
questionnaire cover sheet.
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Data derived from the interview process were reported
separately from that of the questionnaire. Any variation
in responses from those on the questionnaire was listed as
well as any additional information gathered relating to
the principals' role in curriculum decision making,
^ narrative summation was made, answering
research questions II and III, as detailed above, by
utilizing the descriptive data as reported from the current
research.
Chapter Outline
The dissertation consists of five chapters. A
description of the remaining chapters follows.
Chapter 2 reviews selected literature in curriculum
development and school administration, and previous
research studies related to the problem of describing the
role of the elementary school principal in curriculum
development. Chapter 3 presents the procedure and methods
used in the current research. It includes the selection
of the sample, the development of the data gathering in-
strument, the data collection through the use of the
questionnaire and interview, and the plan for the analysis
and reporting of data. Chapter 4 presents and analyzes
the data which describes the present role of the elementary
school principal in curriculum development and what the
principals believe their role should be in the future.
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Chapter 5 summarizes the study, discusses possible
implications for the role of the elementary school
principal, and recommends further research about the
principal and curriculum development.
CHAPTER I I
REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND PREVIOUS RESEARCH
This chapter presents a review of selected writings
by theorists, practitioners, and researchers in the fields
of school administration and curriculum development which
relate to the role of the elementary school principal in
curriculum development. This review serves to answer the
first major research question, "What do selected literature
and research findings state about the prescribed and
actual role of the elementary principal in curriculum
development?" The review is divided into three parts.
The first section consists of a review of selected litera-
ture in the field of school administration relating to
curriculum development in elementary schools. The second
section is a review of selected literature in the field of
curriculum development relating to the role of the
elementary principal. In the third section, findings of
previous research concerning the role of elementary prin-
cipals in curriculum development are listed. Finally, a
summary of main ideas of the review of literature and
research is presented.
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Overview of the Review of Literature
and Previous Research
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The present study is a descriptive research study
and the review of literature is an integral part of that
descriptive research. Its purpose is to describe the past
and present role of the elementary school principal in
curriculum development as perceived by educational
theorists and practitioners. However, several factors
should be kept in mind when considering the ideas of
authors presented in the review.
First, it should be noted that some statements in
the review are idealistic concepts presented by theorists
in the field of curriculum development or school administra-
tion. Others are descriptions of actual practice, as ex-
perienced by the authors or observed at one time or another
when they were practitioners in the field of education.
Moreover, most writers have generalized about school situ-
ations which vary a great deal from place to place across
the country.^ For that matter, there are often extreme
differences among neighboring school districts.
Also, the roles of elementary principals often
change dramatically depending on local situations. As
communities elect new school committees, and as school
^G. Robert Koopman , Curriculum Development (New York:
The Center for Applied Research in Education, Inc., 1966),
p. 107.
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committses hire new superintendents/ the organizational
structure of school systems and responsibility and
authority of elementary school principals may change,
creating new roles for that position. The philosophy and
administrative style of a superintendent may have a lot to
do with the duties and responsibilities of school prin-
cipals. Job descriptions which might appear ideal on paper
could be nullified in practice when the person in that
position is deluged with time-consuming minutiae. All of
these factors should be kept in mind when considering the
ideas of authors reviewed in this chapter.
Because this part of the present study is of an
historical nature, partially compiling background for the
current research which consists of a survey of the present
and future roles of the elementary school principal in
curriculum development, the selected literature and
research reviewed will be reported in a chronological
sequence depending upon the date of publication of the
book, article, or report. Because some writers may have
changed their point of view over the years, selections by
the same author will be reviewed separately, again accord-
ing to their date of publication.
The chronological or historical method of organizing
this chapter should provide the reader with some idea of
trends or changes in the outlook of authors over a period
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of time and hopefully provide in a systematic manner a
context for findings of the present study reported in
chapter 4. Significant trends or changes, which may come
into focus through the review of literature, will be noted
in the summaries at the conclusion of each section.
Furthermore, the chronological approach to the organ-
ization of each section of this chapter is especially
critical to a logical review of past research studies,
including dissertations, as found in the third section.
Many of the researchers either developed their studies
based on the results of previous researchers or replicated
the work of an earlier researcher in order to substantiate
or repudiate those results. As one proceeds chronologi-
cally through the research on the topic at hand, one can
witness the development of the topic to the work of the
present investigator. Many of the items on the research
instrument used in this study concerning the role of the
elementary school principal in curriculum development were
taken from research instruments used in those earlier
studies which seemed relevant to the present study.
These items have been analyzed and refined by each succeed-
ing researcher.
Although the key terminology used in this study was
discussed and defined in chapter 1, it seems important to
comment on the use of terms by authors in the review of
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The critical concept of curriculum develop-
ment is often labeled differently by various authors, and
sometimes by one author in the same article or publication.
Some authors use their terms very specifically and others
use them in a more general sense. It becomes necessary to
check carefully the context of the use of a term in order
to determine exactly what the author intended it to mean.
Curriculum development^ is sometimes labeled by authors as
• 2 3curriculum improvement, curriculum building, curriculum
4 5 6
study, curriculum planning, curriculum revision.
^James B. Macdonald, "Curriculum Development: What
Do We Need to Know?" Educational Leadership 21 (February
1964) :313.
2Harold J. McNally and A. Harry Passow, Improving
the Quality of Public School Programs (New York:
Bureau of Publications, Teachers College, Columbia
University, 1960). p. 55; George G. Tankard, Jr., Curriculum
Improvement, An Administrator's Guide (West Nyack, N.Y.:
Parker Publishing Company, Inc., 1974), p. 41.
3McNally and Passow, p. 55.
^Edward A. Krug, Chester D. Babcock, John Guy
Fowlkes, H. T. James, Administering Curriculum Planning
(New York: Harper & Brothers, Publishers, 1956) , pp.
88-91.
^Albert H. Shuster and Wilson F. Wetzler, Leader -
ship in Elementary School Administration and Supervision
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1958) , p. 231;
Cooper, p. 101.
^William J. Jordan, Elementary School Leadership
(New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1959), p.
264.
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1 9curriculum change, instructional improvement, program
development, supervision of instruction,^ instructional
change, etc. Where these terms are found in the review of
literature it may be assumed that the investigator has
interpreted them to be synonymous with curriculum
development or some pertinent aspect of curriculum
development; or that the author being reviewed has
indicated his definition to be congruous with the defini-
tion established in this study. It may also be assumed
that other terms, such as instructional program, educa-
tional program, and school program, are synonymous with
the term curriculum. When an author used a term in a
sense that did not relate closely enough to be relevant
^John D. McNeil, Curriculum, A Comprehensive Intro -
duction (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1977), pp.
263-264.
2
John I. Goodlad, "Can Our Schools Get Better?"
Phi Delta Kappan 60 (January, 1979) :346.
Stephen J. Knezevich, Administration of Public
Education, 2nd ed. (New York; Harper and Row Publishers,
1969)
,
p. 37 8; Ralph B. Kimbrough, Administering Elemen -
tary Schools, Concepts and Practices (New York: The
Macmillan Company, 1968), p. 94.
"^Stoops and Marks, Elementary School Supervision ,
p. 163; James Curtin, Supervision in Today's Elementary
Schools (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1964) ,_pp.
213-215 ; Paul B. Jacobson, James D. Logsdon, and Robert
R. Wiegman, The Principalship : New Perspectives
(Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1973),
p. 33
.
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to the purposes of this study, the investigator has not
included his ideas in the present review. "Supervisor"
is an example of a term often used to define different
concepts and therefore is not included when its intended
meaning did not relate to some phase of curriculum
development.
Another problem for the investigator was that many
curriculum theorists did not specifically refer to the
elementary school principal, but rather generalized about
school administrators (in much the same way school ad-
ministrators sometimes generalize about curriculum leader-
ship) . Moreover, many of these authors, writing in the
past, did not identify, in particular, the role of the
school principal in the curriculum development process.
They often discussed their theoretical concepts about the
curriculum development process, and may only have mentioned
the school administrators in passing or in conjunction
with other participants in the process. Additionally,
when the school administrator was discussed, it was not
always specified whether the author was referring to
elementary or secondary principals. Nevertheless, many of
the authors' ideas were relevant to the present investi-
gation and were acknowledged if it were clear that they
applied to the elementary principal as well as to prin-
cipals in general.
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It also should be noted here that the earlier
descriptions of the elementary school principal often
referred to teaching principals (part-time) as compared
to the more prevalent modern supervising principal (full-
time) . The results of the National Education Association
reports on the elementary school principal in 1928, 1948,
1958, and 1968 showed the decline in the number of teach-
ing principals to the point that in 1978 the category
was dropped from major consideration. The consideration
fo the elementary school principal in this study refers
only to supervising or full-time principals.
At this time, mention is made here of the use of
the masculine pronouns (he, his, and him) to refer to the
elementary school principal. It is not intended to infer
that the role is only appropriate for men, but is used
in some cases for convenience because of the lack of a
suitable singular pronoun to cover both genders. Although
the percentage of men in the position of elementary
principal is far greater than that of women, and has in-
creased significantly in the last several decades,^ it is
acknowledged that the position is one held by both men and
women. A large majority of the authors cited in the review
^William L. Pharis and Sally Banks Zakariya, The
Elementary School Principalship in 1978: A Research
Study (Arlington, Va.: National Association of Elementary
School Principals, 1979), pp. xiii, xiv
.
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litGraturs t©nd to us© th© inasculin© pronouns.
Lastly, it may b© of int©r©st to not© that th©r©
ar© many mor© r©fer©nc©s about th© pr©s©nt r©s©arch
topic in th© lit©ratur© on ©ducational administration
than in th© lit©ratur© on curriculum development. Th©
number of authors reviewed in each section of this
chapter reflects this phenomenon. Almost every writer
in the field of educational administration discussed the
curriculum development role of the school principal,
while many of the writers in the field of curriculum
theory did not even mention the role of the school prin-
cipal .
Review of Literature in the Field of School
Administration Relating to Curriculum
Development in Elementary Schools
This first section of the chapter reviews authors
specializing in the subject of elementary school admin-
istration. The review provides an historical perspective
from the years 1952 to 1977, and describes the curriculum
development role of the elementary school principal as
perceived by past and present theorists and practitioners
in school administration.
In 1953, Reavis, Pierce, Stullken, and Smith
presented their idea of the role of the elementary prin-
cipal in curriculum development in their text on elementary
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school administration entitled Administering the Elementary
School y A Cooperative Educational Enterprise
. In a chapter
entitled "The Elementary School Curriculum," they stressed
the importance of the principal in all phases of curriculum
development and listed his responsibilities in that
area
:
The leadership in improving the curriculum rests
chiefly with the principal. He cannot avoid or
evade this important responsibility whether he
wants to or not. He must work to improve the
effectiveness of the curriculum by the improvement
of its form, through the addition of valuable
materials by the elimination of waste and debris,
by the employment of effective methods through the
use of scientific measuring devices, and by setting
up proper standards for evaluating subject
matter. No one else in the system can assume this
responsibility so well as the principal.^
These authors believed that the principal's role
is critical because the individual school is the most
important level of curriculum development. Moreover, they
felt that the principal, in providing leadership, should
consider the needs of the pupils, parents, community, and
teachers
.
Reavis and his fellow authors listed the following
curriculum development responsibilities for the elementary
school principal:
After curriculum directives have been issued from
higher sources, principals are usually expected to
1Reavis et al
. ,
p. 127.
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interpret the curriculum to their teachers and to
make such local adaptations as are possible. . . .
. . . The principal should utilize visual aids,
such as slides, pictures, and museum material, for
the enrichment of the curriculum.
. . .
. . . The curriculum is seldom sufficiently
flexible to meet the needs of all teachers and
classes, and someone must accept the responsibility
for rendering it flexible. This task usually falls
to the principal, who is better equipped to modify
curriculum materials than individual teachers. . . .
The principal has a responsibility for
correlating and articulating the different subjects
of the curriculum, when it is considered
necessary. . . .
In securing the unification of curriculum
materials, the principal should take the initiative
by seeing that teachers who instruct similar groups
of pupils in similar subjects understand the aims of
instruction and the goals sought for all of the
pupils. . . . Through directing the group conferences
of teachers, the principal will have the opportunity
to make his contribution to the course of study used
in the school. . . .
. . . The principal should study the curriculum
with the idea of improving its organization for
teaching purposes. . . .
. . . The principal should aid his teachers in
the development of tests to measure curriculum
effectiveness. . . . The principal should be
prepared to give instruction and assistance in
developing improved tests.
According to Shane and Yauch, the first step an
administrator should take in curriculum development is an
assessment of the present curriculum. They also agree
that such an assessment should be on-going, including
2
both the curriculum and its intended purposes.
^Ibid.
,
pp. 94, 122-125.
^Harold G. Shane and Wilbur A. Yauch, Creative
School Administration (New York: Henry Holt and
Company
,
1954)
,
p. 23^4
.
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Although Hagman advocated the team approach in
curriculum development within the elementary school, he
did spell out some specific leadership responsibilities
for the principal:
Employing his skills in working with people, he
may be able to enlist the cooperation and
enthusiasm of the initially dissident.
. . .
... He will need to help the group to keep
on the track which will lead to significant
changes in the school program, to keep interest
high while guarding against hasty decision and
action arising out of early enthusiasm, to keep
the project moving through weeks and months of
study, and to keep a sense of accomplishment though
the achievements may seem to be small ones.^
One advantage of "the individual school approach"
to curriculum development according to Ayars is that the
principal is placed in a key leadership position. He
stated that the principal should show leadership and work
cooperatively with teachers and students within the individ-
ual building in order to achieve successful curriculum
improvement .
^
The relationship between the elementary school
principal and system-wide curriculum coordinators was
discussed by Hicks and Jameson, who pointed out the need
for them to work cooperatively, especially when dealing
^Harlan L. Hagman, Administration of Elementary
Schools (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc.,
1956 ) , pp. 156-157
.
^Albert L. Ayars, Admin iseering the People's
Schools (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc. , 1957)
,
pp. 269-271.
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with the problem of teacher participation. Hicks and
Jameson expressed the belief that:
Elementary school principals need to under-
stand the total objectives of the curriculum
department, and a close relationship should bedeveloped between this office and theirs. The
principal is obligated to do everything he can to
that the road of communication to the curriculum
office remains smooth and open. He should encourage
his teachers to volunteer for curriculum work
because this opportunity affords an excellent
learning experience for those teachers engaged
in such studies.
1
Campbell and Gregg, in 1957, recorded the results of
a study in which administrators ranked various concerns in
administration. Listed here are six items from the study
which the school administrator should know in order to
carry out his role in curriculum improvement;
1. The school administrator needs clear insight
and deep understanding of the learning process
and of human growth and development (72 percent
ranked this very important)
.
2. The school administrator needs to understand that
program improvement takes place in the classroom,
in the school, and on field trips, wherever the
teachers and children are (69 percent rated this
very important)
.
3. The school administrator needs to recognize that
curriculum improvement is a cooperative job
involving pupils, teachers, principals, board of
education members, and other citizens (65 percent
rated this very important)
.
William V. Hicks and Marshall C. Jameson, The
Elementary School Principal at Work (Englewood Cliffs,
N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1957), pp. 98-99.
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4. The school administrator needs to know that
in-service growth is the chief avenue for
improvement of the educational program (51
percent rated this very important)
.
5. The school administrator needs to know the
impediments and road blocks to program
improvement and not be discouraged by slow
progress (48 percent rated this very
important)
.
6. The school administrator needs to have
understanding and skill in planning school
buildings and in providing business arrange-
ments which assure sound educational programs
(29 percent rated this very important) . Adapted
from Walter A. Anderson, Helen M. Flint, and
Associates, The Administrator's Handbook on Improving
Instruction (in preparation)
,
and Vivienne Anderson
and Daniel R. Davies, Patterns of Educational Leader -
ship (Englewood Cliffs, N. J. : Prentice-Hall, Inc.,
1956)
,
pp. 48-54.1
The most important function of the elementary
principalship
,
according to Mickelson and Hansen, was
educational leadership, especially leadership in the areas
of instruction and curriculum. Although the size of the
school and the employment of curriculum specialists were
mentioned as affecting the specific tasks of the principal
in curriculum development, they stated that the principal
still has curriculum responsibility. "Leading and guiding
and stimulating" the work of the specialists was still
listed as the job of the principal.
Mickelson and Hansen wrote about many factors which
affect the school educational program such as the rapport
^Roald F. Campbell and Russell T. Gregg, Administra -
tive Behavior in Education (New York: Harper & Brothers
Publishers , 1957) , pp. 208- 209.
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between the principal and the staff, the physical learning
environment, and pupil personnel problems. These were
seen by the authors as valid concerns of the principal.
Writing about the specific responsibility of the
elementary school principal for curricular improvement,
the authors listed the following:
. . . the principal can provide specific time
for curricular planning, specific occasions for
the sharing of ideas, specific opportunities
for inter-classroom visitation, and specific
encouragement for teachers especially to take
their particular part in the planning and
reorganization of the school curriculum. . . .
. . . It is his task to solicit and utilize
the aid of outside curriculum consultants drawn from
teacher-training institutions, state departments
of education, and committees of parents and other
laymen. It is he who can encourage research to
determine what needed curricular improvements can
be made and what their effect may be. He is at
least partially responsible for making specific
research data available to the teachers, working
individually and in curriculum committees. He can
encourage such in-serving training practices as
attendance at workshops, reading professional
literature, and otherwise getting necessary informa-
tion about curricula. . . .
. . . One of the major tasks of the elementary
principal in improving the curriculum is to be
attentive and attuned to the "readiness" status
of those involved. . . . Thus it is the responsibil-
ity of the principal to determine to what degree the
conimunity is ready to go along with and support
needed curricular innovations. The principal must
also have a very perceptive sensitivity to the
readiness of his teaching staff for change. Even
the pupils are involved, as it is ultimately for
them that the curriculum is being changed. . . .
Many of the techniques used by the elementary
school principal are persuasive; the principal uses
his ability to influence and persuade to get the
persons involved ready to accept the program. Many
of them, however, are much more accurately described
as informational; he provides the right information
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at the right time so that the persons involvedknow enough about what needs to be done and what
can be done to bring about the curricular change
as It is needed. ...
... The heart of the curriculum lies in whathappens in the individual classrooms. The teacher,
more than anyone else, determines whether the
curriculum is a good one, but the principal,
through effective staff relations and good
supervisory methods, exercises educational
leadership to bring about the improved teaching
methods and classroom practices.^
Lastly
, Mickelson and Hansen listed evaluation as
being the elementary principal's curriculum development
responsibility. They stated that he should evaluate the
curriculum in terms of its meeting the needs of the stu-
dents, the community, and our society, according to its
stated aims and objectives.
Moore pointed out that much attention has turned
to "instructional leadership" as the administrator's
prime role. However, he added:
While several studies have examined educational
administration from the standpoint of its
function in instructional leadership, it must prob-
ably be concluded that a clear and widely accepted
definition of the role of the administrator as
instructional leader has yet to be made.^
^Mickelson and Hansen, pp. 101-104.
^Hollis A. Moore, Jr., Studies in School Admin -
istration, A Report on the Cooperative Program in Educa-
tion Administration (CPEA) (Washington, D.C.: American
Association of School Administrators, 1957), p. 30.
48
In 1958, Shuster and Wetzler believed that "most
s^thorities agree that the principal is the key to curric-
ulum building."^ Although they emphasized the need for
cooperative effort in curriculum development, and stated
that "in the end it is the teacher who actually constructs
2the curriculum," they realistically recognized that the
principal "controls the structure of the curriculum by
the ways in which he organizes and administers the
school . "
^
Specifically, Shuster and Wetzler indicated that the
principal's control of the curriculum is manifest in the
following ways:
1) Development of the daily schedule.
2) Influence on the instructional program.
3) Use of resources.
4) Classification of pupils.
5) Development and selection of materials.
6) Administration of school's policy of marking
and reporting.
7) Administration of school's promotional policies.
The two authors made it quite clear that they felt
that all principals do exert a certain amount of control
^Shuster and Wetzler, p. 238.
^Ibid.
,
p. 253
.
^Ibid.
,
p. 239
49
over the school curriculum despite their method of admin-
istration, or understanding of its implications within
the school. However, in order to insure that the prin-
cipal s role is a positive one, they set forth several
suggestions about the way a principal should work with his
staff, the community, and others who effect the total
curriculum development process.
The principal has an important function in
curriculum planning, since he is responsible for
curriculum development at the individual school
level. He must clarify his relationships and
responsbilities with the central staff before
embarking upon a program of broad curriculum
revision. He must then help his staff and community
members to recognize their responsibilities in the
endeavor if the results are to be put into action.
Only when a cooperative approach is agreed upon
and all share in the experience will real action
reach the classroom level.
^
Instead of listing a number of curriculum develop-
ment tasks which the elementary school principal should
perform, or some idealistic philosophy about the role of
the elementary school principal in curriculum development,
Jordan described strategy for achieving realistic curric-
ulum improvement or change which would be supported by the
teachers. He pointed out the need for the principal to
provide the proper atmosphere for change in the school.
He instructed the principal to accept dissension but also
to deal intelligently with the opposition, both inside and
outside the school. He was concerned with the
^Ibid
. ,
p . 271
.
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implementation of curriculum change when he added:
... the energetic, thinking principal can,if he works at it, effect changes not only inthe curriculum but also in the ability,
personality
, and attitude of the teachinq
staff. ^
What goes on in the classroom is very
important. It is also dependent upon so many
factors that much of the principal
' s time
is devoted to devising and juggling plans to
improve introduction.!
Included in the advice he gives to elementary
principals who are concerned with curriculum development
in their schools were the following suggestions:
The principal's responsibility to the curric-
ulum is to keep open for his staff at all times
the approach to "one step beyond." . . .
. . . the principal must know what
curriculum revisions are taking place in the
local or state system of which he is a part. . . .
He should keep abreast of the changing pace of
education. . . .
. . . At every opportunity the principal must
lead the chorus that sings the praises of the
staff. . . .
. . . The principal should always use the
positive approach to progress. . . .
. . . The organization of the school should
allow for teacher initiative.
^
According to Daniel Griffiths and other authors of
Organizing Schools for Effective Education , the role of
the principal in administering the educational program
falls into three categories: (1) operating the program
as it exists, (2) evaluation, and (3) revision. They
^Jordan, p. 271.
^Ibid.
,
pp. 262-270.
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further brok© down the skills needed into three erees:
(1) technical, (2) human, and (3) conceptual.^ Following
this categorization, they listed the various functions
of the principal in each area. Those set forth as being
important when revising the school program included:
Technical Skills.—The principal should make
available to those teacher and lay committees
studying program revision the materials and
resources needed for their work. He allots time
for professional staff members to work seriously
on curriculum revision.
Human Skills.—The principal, working with and
through central staff personnel, should take
personal responsibility for stimulating and
coordinating the work of teacher and lay committees
studying program revision.
Conceptual Skills.—Great care must be taken
to guard against an atomistic approach to curric-
ular revision. Although he will recognize that
total revision does not come about at one time,
and that certain aspects and areas of curriculum
revision may progress more rapidly than others,
the principal must perceive all the school
experiences of the children as the curriculum, and
continually keep the efforts of the various groups
focused on this concept.
2
Identifying a trend toward more autonomy for the
local elementary school building, Misner placed the
responsibility for curriculum improvement on the individual
principal. He saw the task as one of recognizing the
abilities of available personnel and coordinating their
activities in order to improve the instructional program.
^Daniel E. Griffiths, David L. Clark, D. Richard
Wynn, and Laurence lannaccone. Organizing Schools for
Effective Education (Danville, II.: The Interstate Printers
and Publishers, Inc., 1962), pp. 176-187.
^Ibid.
,
p. 176
.
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Improvement of the curriculum or instructional
program of school implies change. The principal
is the key person involved in this changing school
situation. He attitude toward curriculum
improvement is reflected throughout the school
—
in the teachers, in the pupils, in the parents,
and in the non-certif ied personnel; ... In order
to effect desirable change or growth in his school,
the principal will strive for a satisfactory
emotional climate among the personnel. He will
understand the goals and purposes of elementary
education; he will accept the teachers as peers; he
will encourage teachers to carry on active
research in their classrooms to develop new ideas
and more effective teaching techniques; he will
make materials available for classroom activities,
and will expedite schedules so that teachers may
work together in effecting desirable curriculum
changes .
^
When Curtin wrote about the importance of the
elementary school principal's role as a supervisor of in-
struction or of the instructional program, he took a broad
view and covered all aspects of the administrative roles
dealing with the curriculum:
When one combines those activities that
bear on instructional improvements , such as
curriculum work, testing, teacher evaluation,
gifted children, and, perhaps, grading systems
he can see that over 75 per cent of the areas of
interest cited are supervisory in the broad
sense of that term.^
Curtin further expressed his concept of the inter-
relationship of administration and supervision and the
^Paul J. Misner, Frederick W. Schneider, Lowell G.
Keith, Elementary School Administration (Columbus, Oh.:
Charles E. Merrill Books, Inc., 1963), p. 198.
^Curtin, p. 215.
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instructional program when he added:
Administration and supervision at the elementary
school level are complementary, and the most
competent elementary school principals are those
who subordinate administrative detail to the
fundamental task of the school, which is
instruction.
1
Several sources were cited, especially from earlier
research studies, to support the author's viewpoint that
most elementary school principals would like to have a
greater role in curriculum development but have trouble
finding time to do so.
The principal's curriculum development roles men-
tioned by Stoops and Marks in 1965 included those of
counselor or advisor for curriculum committees as well
as both curriculum director and consultant for the school
2
staff. The attitude of the principal toward supervision
is a determinant of the kind of educational program found
in the school. "The supervising principal should attempt
to create an atmosphere in the school that will help
teachers to obtain new ideas and that will encourage
3
experimentation.
"
The authors listed thirteen basic principles of
supervision which they felt should be applied by principals
^Ibid.
,
p . 228
.
2 Stoops and Marks, p. 149.
^Ibid.
,
p. 163.
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who provide leadership in classroom supervision.^ Also
reported were the following techniques that a principal
might use in improving instruction within his school:
faculty meetings, supervisory visits and follow-up
conferences, professional bulletins and libraries, mater-
ials centers or curriculum laboratories, proper teacher
assignments, demonstration teaching, development of in-
structional guides, excursions, workshops, and school-
community surveys. Curriculum development was listed
separately as a method of supervision and included staff
participation. They stated that "It is the principal who
must create interest in this important and continuous
2
work." They also said;
He sets the pace for the school. His success
lies largely in his ability to organize, to plan,
to anticipate possible results, and to plot a
course of action aimed at the attainment of the
best possible consequences. . . .
The sensitive principal is aware of the
changing needs of the group and is adept at de-
vising or adapting new plans or procedures to meet
those needs. Staff meetings constitute an
excellent means for stimulating interest in in-
service education programs.
3
Wilson wrote about the similar curriculum responsi-
bilities of superintendents and principals and pointed out
that larger school systems might employ instructional
specialists. However, he recommended that such specialists
2
^Ibid., p. 162. Ibid., p. 165.
^Ibid.
,
p. 163
.
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act only as advisors when dealing with building prin-
cipals. ^
Wilson added that the functions of the principal
dspsnd upon his understanding of instructional
^^tters
. If he had a limited perspective concerning
curriculum, his curriculum development role would there-
fore be limited.
His role will become quite different, however, if
perceives the role of an administrator as that
of an investigator, innovator, or stimulator of
better learning methods.
^
John Cooper spoke directly to the topic, "The Role
of the Elementary Principal in Curriculum Development,"
when he stated:
Opportunity for the principal to exert
leadership in curriculum development does not
rest solely upon his knowledge of the subject and
his skill in coordinating the efforts of others.
To a large extent it depends also upon the amount
of autonomy possessed by the school in developing
its curriculum. Those principals who administer
schools in which teachers are relatively free to
determine learning content and materials, assisted
by common objectives and system-wide curriculum
guides, can affect the curriculum in more
significant ways than can those principals whose
main responsibility is confined to seeking
conformity to system-wide dictates.
3
^Robert E. Wilson, Educational Administration
(Columbus, Oh.: Charles E. Merrill Books, Inc., 1966),
pp. 509-510.
^Ibid.
,
p . 511
.
•5
"Cooper, p. 101.
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Cooper advocated that the elementary school prin-
cipal exert leadership in curriculum development through
the following activities:
1. Defining objectives.
2. Determining effective curriculum approaches.
3. Selecting appropriate content.
4. Coordinating efforts.
5. Providing for evaluation of results.
Each of these areas was broken down into more
specific duties and considerations for the principal to
follow if the administrative situation is appropriate as
described above.
Cooper favored an organizational approach where the
principal coordinates the curriculum development work of
all others involved and provides leadership in initiating,
planning, implementing, and evaluating individual school
curriculum development activities.
The principal's influence directed at
coordinating efforts in curriculum improvement
is noted as he: (1) uses group techniques in
teaching an in-service education course dealing
with curriculum, (2) works with his staff in a
self-evaluation project of the school program,
(3) provides leadership in curriculum revision
within his own school, and (4) assists interested
parents in studying aspects of elementary
curriculum, e.g., modern mathematics.^
As stated earlier, the curriculum development role
of the elementary school principal set forth by Cooper is
^Ibid.
,
p . 107
.
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organization through which the community and pupils
are encouraged to participate in curriculum matters
and makes use of community resources, (8) keeps abreast
of curriculum competence, and (9) provides the
leadership and organization through which his faculty
and students are encouraged to take the initiative
and participate in "co-curriculum" endeavors.^
Writing in one of the basic texts in elementary
school administration. Elementary School Administration and
Supervision
,
Elsbree, McNally, and Wynn asserted that:
The modem conception of the curriculum has
many implications for the elementary school
principal .
^
In order to provide leadership in developing and
maintaining an effective program of instruction, the
principal must be aware of the different approaches
to the curriculum and its development, and must be
acquainted with the different types of curriculum,
understand the problems and methods of curriculum
development and improvement, and realize the re-
lationship of other administrative policies and
procedures to the instructional program.^
These authors felt that the elementary principal
had a declining role in any curriculum changes that took
place within the individual school. They observed that the
principal could and does control the existing curriculum
and curriculum change through the organization of the
school, its staff, its time schedules, and provision of
^Theodore J. Jensen, James B. Burr, William H.
Coffield, Ross L. Neagley, Elementary School Administration,
2nd ed. (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 1967) , p. 482.
^Willard S. Elsbree, Harold J. McNally, and Richard
Wynn, Elementary School Administrat ion and Supervisio^ ,
3rd ed. (New York: American Book Company, 1967), p. ii/.
^Ibid.
,
p. 80.
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supplies and equipment. "it should be evident that almost
everything he does in the school will contribute to or
detract from the educational program in some fashion."^
It was pointed out that, while the principal in a
small school system usually has direct responsibility for
instructional improvement, the principal in a large system
would be responsible for enlisting and coordinating the
of system-wide supervisors, curriculum directors,
and specialists.
Kimbrough felt that all principals should be "the
instructional leaders" of their schools, despite the fact
that many do not presently fill this role. He stressed
creative leadership and stated that "the principal's
success as an agent of change will depend upon his ability
to perceive and use strategies that are appropriate for
this situation. . . . The elementary school principal
cannot ignore the important fact that he does not make
2
changes in his school within a vacuum.
"
Moreover, Kimbrough stressed his opinion that in
order to be successful in his role of instructional leader,
an elementary school principal must be thoroughly familiar
with current theory. "Understanding the fundamentals of
^Ibid.
,
p. 113
.
2Kimbrough, pp. 120-121.
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curriculum theory is particularly important in view of
the rapidity of changes contemplated in curriculum organi-
1
zation.
"
Under the heading of curriculum theory Kimbrough
ir^cluded philosophical consideration of the society and
culture in which the school functions, child growth and
development, and the nature of the learning process. "One
positive approach for the principal to take, in the
absence of a well-developed body of curriculum research,
is to think through and define his purpose. He must not
only think through what he believes about education but
2
encourage his faculty to do likewise." He added, "The
development of educational aims and objectives is based
upon philosophic values. The school principal who has not
given serious thought to the significance of values
3
will fall into a disorganizing style of leadership."
Finally, Kimbrough mentioned the influence that the elemen-
tary school principal has over the school's curriculum
through his style of leadership. The school's hidden
curriculum was considered when he stated that "there is
reason to believe, however, that the principal may exercise
a key leadership role in influencing the climate for
learning in the classroom as well as in the entire school.
^Ibid.
,
p. 156
.
^Ibid.
,
p. 182
^Ibid
. ,
p . 165
.
^Ibid.
,
p. 184
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Grieder and his associates were of the opinion that
curriculum improvement is an important role of the admin-
istration, but that all members of the staff should share
this responsibility. They stated:
All teachers and other educational personnel
to some degree should have responsibilities in
the continuous study and improvement of the
curriculum and teaching program of the school.
Certain personnel will have more responsibility
than other personnel for obvious reasons. Con-
siderable attention should be given to the provision
of leadership for curriculum improvement and the
improvement of teaching. An important role of the
school principal is in the discharge of this
responsibility.
^
As a part of these general responsibilities for
improvement of instruction, they specifically stressed the
role of the principal in appraisal and evaluation
programs
:
If supervision is defined as providing leadership
for the improvement of instruction, an important
role with respect to appraisal is inescapable.
School principals should accept leadership
responsibilities for evaluation programs in the
schools they serve, as well as in the entire
system.
^
In the role of editor of a collection of articles
on elementary school administration, Jarvis introduced
^Calvin Grieder, Truman M. Pierce, and Jordan K.
Forbes, Public School Administration , 3rd ed. (New York
The Ronald Press Company, 1969), p.~238.
^Ibid.
,
p. 259
.
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the chapter entitled "The Principal's Leadership Roles"^
by identifying the elementary principal as "an agent of
change," and contended that:
The success which he achieves in his leadership
position likely will be directly related to how
effective he can be in harmonizing the role
expectations of the institution which he heads
with that of the need-dispositions of his staff.
^
Adopting the broadest definition of curriculum,
including every experience of children under school
sponsorship, Jarvis and Pounds advocated a cooperative
effort of teachers and principals in selecting appropri-
ate activities for students in curriculum development.
However, the responsibility for leadership in this area
was placed on the principal. They stated that:
It is important that the elementary principal
possess a thorough understanding of curricular
objectives and alternative curriculum patterns
in order to exercise wise leadership in program
development. Although his school system may have
a district-wide prescribed or suggested course of
study and statement of educational objectives,
curriculum development takes place within the
individual school building. It is at this level
that a competent faculty, under the effective
leadership of a knowledgeable principal, ultimately
implements and develops the curriculum according
to the unique needs of the children of the
attendance area.^
^Oscar T. Jarvis, ed. , Elementary School Administra -
tion: Readings (Dubuque, Iowa: Wm. C. Brown Co. Publish-
ers
,
1969), p. 95.
^Ibid.
^Oscar T. Jarvis and Haskin R. Pounds, Organizing
,
Supervising, and Administering the Elementary School (West
Nyack, N.Y.: Parker Publishing Co., Inc., 1969), p. 41.
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Knezevich said that "administrators should develop
more systematic approaches to curriculum and strategies
for diffusing curriculum changes."^ He felt that they
have a professional obligation" to know and utilize
curriculum theory when carrying out their role as instruc-
tional leaders.
Knezevich made the following statements concerning
the administrator's role in instructional leadership:
The school administrator must be an instruc-
tional leader. To fulfill this role, he must be
sensitive to, and able to comprehend, the educa-
tional problems at the elementary- and secondary-
school level as well as the administrative process.
The role of the administrator is to make great
teaching possible. His role is realized by
stimulating, organizing, evaluating, and making
resources available to groups studying means of
improving the curriculum. The administrator is
primarily a change agent rather than one involved
in teaching or curriculum projects. His involve-
ment in building, planning, and budgeting can
contribute to the improvement of instruction .
2
The instructional-leadership role of the school
administrator is dynamic. The complexity of
programs, the increasing specialization among
teachers, and the increasingly more diverse student
body have precipitated shifts in priorities of
existing demands for instructional leadership and
have generated new demands. As a result there is
considerable confusion about how an administrator
should fulfill his obligations as a leader in
extracurricular affairs. . . . The purpose of
administrative leadership in curriculum planning is
^Knezevich, p. 379.
^Ibid.
,
p. 392
.
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to make great teaching possible by freeing
classroom teachers from the time-consuming and
often frustrating tasks of organizing, obtaining,
allocating
,
and coordinating resources necessary
for effective teaching
,
and by sensing when new
technologies, research findings, or promising
practices are ready to be introduced into the
school district and helping teachers to utilize
these new developments.!
Writing as one of the editors of a collection of
essays on the elementary school principal, Luther
Bradfield introduced the chapter entitled "The Principal
as Curriculum Leader" with the following statement:
The principal is responsible for providing
leadership for the school staff in the development,
review, and evaluation of the curriculum. He
stimulates and guides individual teachers to
creativity, innovation, and experimentation. He
acts as a catalyst in working with groups of
teachers in challenging them to design and imple-
ment the most effective curriculum for boys and
girls .
2
Others contributing to this collection of essays
entitled The Elementary School Principal in Action were
Eugene R. Howard, Willard J. Congreve, Clayton E. Buell,
John H. Langer, Edward C. Pino and L. Wesley Johnson, and
James Curtin and Stanley Gilbertson. Most of these
writers took the stand that the elementary school
principal should show leadership in curriculum develop-
ment, but they emphasized different aspects of that
^Ibid.
,
p. 379.
^Luther E. Bradfield and Leonard E. Kraft, eds..
The Elementary School Principal in Action (Scranton, Pa.
.
International Textbook Co., 1970), p. 119.
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leadership role within the individual school and suggested
relationships between the principal and the
members of the staff. Because of these different points
of view, each writer contributing to the sections on
l®^^®^ship in curriculum development will be reviewed
separately.
Writing on the topic of innovations in school pro-
grams, Eugene Howard stated that, "The principal is usually
in the best position to regulate the pace of change
within the school,"^ However, he did not champion the
cause of instructional leadership as did others writing
for this series of essays dealing with "The Principal as
Curriculum Leader." He stated:
. . . the administrative structure can support
rather than cause innovative activity. Admin-
istrators . . . assume the role of organizational
specialists. Their job is to build organizational
structures (such as schedules, statements of
procedures, budgets and so forth) that will support
the innovative activities undertaken by the
faculty.
^
Moreover, Howard wanted school administrators to be
flexible and allow for student and staff decision-making
to the limit of their ability, even though it may mean
that some mistakes might be made. He saw this kind of
^Eugene R. Howard, "How to Be Serious about Inno-
vating," The Elementary School Principal in Action , Luther
E. Bradfjeld and Leonard E. Kraft, eds. (Scranton, Pa.:
International Textbook Co., 1970), p. 144.
^Ibid.
,
pp. 144-145.
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activity as being possible even within a very structured
school setting.^
Willard Congreve stated that "the principal should
provide leadership in developing a coordinated instruc-
2tional program." He could do this by "stimulating the
faculty" and "channeling their efforts." Congreve pointed
out that organizational changes must be made in order to
free the principal from managerial or clerical duties so
that there will be time to study educational literature
and take on responsibilities of instructional leader-
ship. ^
In his essay entitled "The Principal as Educational
Leader of His School," Clayton Buell stated:
The principal is the leader of his school. Of
that there must be no doubt. Leading in all phases
of school activities and functions, he plays many
roles, but his role as the educational leader of
the school is the most important role of all.
4
^Ibid.
,
p. 145
.
^Willard J. Congreve, "The Role of the Principal in
School Improvement," The Elementary School Principal iji
Action, Luther E. Bradfield and Leonard E. Kraft, ^eds.
(Scranton, Pa.: International Textbook Company, 1970), p.
126.
^Ibid.
^Clayton E. Buell, "The Principal as Educational _
Leader of His School," The Elementary School Principal
_iji
Action, Luther E. Bradfield and Leonard E. Kraft, eds.
(Scranton, Pa.: International Textbook Company, 1970),
p. 527.
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Langer saw the role of the elementary principal be-
coming more involved with school management and administra-
tion, apart from a formal role in curriculum development.
He theorized that:
. . . the principalship will become more a policy
making and administrative role, with the curriculum
devolving upon consultants, paid teachers'
committees, curriculum supervisors, and others who
have more time to spend on thinking about education-
al improvement. The principal will spend much more
time interpreting policy, helping to set it,
supervising teachers, consultants, and supervisors,
and trying to make workable some of the provisions
in the new contracts negotiated by teachers and
school boards. Some principals will retire from
the curriculum field reluctantly; others have never
ventured beyond the fringes anyway, and may welcome
relief from the burden.^
As indicated above, Langer felt that the recent im-
pact of teacher negotiations would change the role of the
elementary school principal in curriculum development.
He pointed to effective communication between administra-
tors and teachers as the only hope for the success of the
principal as an effective change agent within the school.
Although Langer wrote about the "emerging elementary prin-
cipalship in Michigan," he generalized about the situation
of the elementary principalship.
^John H. Langer, "The Emerging Elementary Principal-
ship in Michigan," The Elementary School Princ ipal
—
Action, Luther E. Bradfield and Leonard E. Kraft, ^eds.
(Scranton , Pa.: International Textbook Co., 1970),
p. 46.
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A Strong stand was taken by Pino and Johnson
against system-wide curriculum and instructional improve-
ment. They felt that most of the responsibility and
authority should be delegated to separate building units.
At this level, instructional improvement comes as a
result of coordination, services, and leadership. This
level must fall within the confine of the role of the
principal.
The third level identified by the authors was the
"action" level of the teachers. Pino and Johnson saw
this as one of cooperative effort and described the prin-
cipal's related role as follows:
Since the program does consist of people, it
becomes necessary for the principal to devise
ways whereby teachers can become familiar with
each other's experiences, capabilities, interests,
aspirations, and roles.
Although he cannot personally perform these
tasks since this type of improvement comes from
performance, personal dialogue, and interpersonal
relationships, he still must organize the climate
and framework in such a way as to stimulate the
greatest amount of interplay among the staff and
community members. The principal then exercises
curriculum and instructional leadership at this
level as he releases leadership within the staff to
help people help themselves. 2
^Edward C. Pino and L. Wesley Johnson, "Administra-
tive Team—A New Approach to Instructional Leadership,"
in The Elementary School Principal in Action , edited by
Luther E. Bradfield and Leonard E. Kraft (Scranton,
Pa.: International Textbook Company, 1970), p. 81.
^Ibid.
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Ths authors saw a disparity bGtwsGn thG prGscribGd
rolGS of principal and tGachars and that put forth by thG
prGpondGrancG of profGssional litGraturG. Thoir solution
was to dividG thG instructional improvGmGnt functions
bGtWGGn thG iGadGrship and action IgvgIs.
ThGrGforG
:
ThG principal remains the instructional leader of
his school and is thereby hypothesized as functioning
in the most important single role of administration
in any public school system. The emerging role,
suggested herein, places an even higher level
requirement in this regard, for now the action level
of instructional improvement is not left to chance.
It is now the principal's responsibility to
encourage its development to a higher level through
the proper organizational patterns, proper delega-
tion, proper evaluation of the quantity and quality
of teacher interaction.
Finally, it is rationalized that if this role
is to be performed adequately, basic changes must be
made in the principal's role in ways which will
permit a greater emphasis on the theoretical goal
of instructional leadership. The role must be
reoriented so that the prime function can be served
more effectively. Either the theory for the
principal ' s role in the instructional leadership
function must give way to the daily press of
practice reported, or these logistical management
functions, which now dominate the role, must be
reduced consistent with the requirements demanded
for more effective instructional leadership. New
ways, then, must be found to bring about a greater
equilibrium between theory and practice as it
relates to this role.^
Pino and Johnson suggested a model which would help
to implement these proposed roles. Basically, this
provided for a separation of managerial duties from those
^Ibid.
,
pp. 182-133.
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of an ©ducational nature. All nonprofessional tasks
would then be delegated to an administrative assistant,
leaving those associated with instructional leadership in
the hands of the building principal, who would in turn
share them with the teachers at the "action level.
According to Curtin and Gilbertson, there was an
important interrelationship among the curricular, instruc-
tional, and administrative functions of the elementary
school principal. They argued against any attempt to
separate these functions or to play down the instruction-
al leadership role. They felt that elementary school
principals are not only capable of carrying out this
2
role, but that they are logically the ones to do so.
They cited other authorities in order to support their
position, and they added;
One could indefinitely extend the list of
intelligent, alert, and experienced people who
clearly see an important relationship between
curriculum and instruction and the elementary
school principalship.
3
^Ibid.
,
p. 185
.
^James Curtin and Stanley Gilbertson, "The Principal-
ship and the Instructional Program," The Elementary School
Principal in Action , Luther E. Bradfield and Leonard E.
Kraft, eds . (Scranton, Pa.: International Textbook Co.,
1970)
, pp. 121-125.
^Ibid
. ,
p . 125
.
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The point we make is that if the elementary
school principal does not assume the responsibility
for developing and improving curriculum and
instruction in his building, no one else will. . . .
We do not claim that the elementary school
principal is a "one man team," but we do claim that
he is a central member of the instructional team.
Without his informed leadership, teaching, learning,
and curriculum practice will be less effective.^
Dedicating a chapter of their text. The Elementary
School Principalship
,
to "The Principal and the Educa-
tional Program," Hencley, McCleary, and McGrath identified
the four major aspects of the formulation of the total
educational program of the school as curriculum, instruc-
tion, in-service education of staff, and supervision.
They then explained that:
When the educational program is conceived as the
total educative activity of the school, the curricu-
lum becomes a central concern of the principal with
instruction as the vehicle for its implementation
and in-service education and supervision as means
to its evaluation and development .
2
As the authors discussed the development of the
educational program later in the chapter the emphasis on
instruction and in-service education gave way to selecting
instructional materials and determining specific teaching
methods as areas of primary concern.
^Ibid
. ,
p . 125
.
^Stephen P. Hencley, Lloyd E. McCleary, and J. H.
McGrath, The Elementary School Principalship (New York:
Dodd, Mead and Company, 1970) , p. 155.
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More specifically, these authors listed eight tasks
which they felt were important to the role of principal
in developing the educational program. They asserted that
the building principal must have clearly defined authority
to properly execute these tasks:
1. Evaluate and identify instructional patterns.
2. Search, investigate, and disseminate external
project materials and resources.
3. Initiate in-service curriculum activities.
4. Secure consultants and resource specialists.
5. Communicate and share plans and ideas with other
schools and groups.
6. Consult with individual teachers.
7. Initiate decision-making procedures.
8. Implement decisions reached.^
Faber and Shearson cited a study conducted by the
Southern States Cooperative Program in Educational Admin-
istration which listed tasks of elementary school prin-
cipals in the area of instruction and curriculum develop-
ment. These were;
1. Providing for the formulation of curriculum
objectives
2. Providing for the determination of curriculum
content and organization
3. Relating the desired curriculum to available
time, physical facilities, and personnel
4. Providing materials, resources, and equipment
for the instructional program
5. Providing for the supervision of instruction
6. Providing for in-service education of instruc-
tional personnel.^
^Ibid.
,
pp. 166-167.
^Charles F. Faber and Gilbert F. Shearson, Elemen-
tary School Administration, Theory and Pract^c£ (New Yor
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1970), p. 212.
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The authors left out some administrative tasks which
part of the study, but which did not seem appropriate
for the elementary school principal.
Feyereisen and her associates wrote about manage-
ment of the "curriculum and instruction system"^ which is
composed of supervisory and coordination or management
subsystems. They felt that the building principal should
not be autonomous in matters of curriculum development.
Specialists in curriculum development should be better
equipped to guide the curriculum development process
through the school system and in the individual school.
Principals are presented as managers who specialize
in the management of problem solving for the curriculum
and instruction system. This point of view gives the
2
school principal a backseat in curriculum development.
Modern elementary school administrators may need to
consider the opinions of other members of the staff, as
well as parents, members of the community, and sometimes
even pupils, when making major decisions concerning the
3
school, including its curriculum.
^Kathryn Feyereisen, F. Fiorino, A. John, and Arlene
T . Nowak , Supervision and Curriculum Renewal, A Systems
Approach (New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts , Educational
Division of Meredith Corporation, 1970), p. 96.
^Ibid.
,
p. 98
.
^Fred A. Snyder and R. Duane Peterson, Dynamics of
Elementary School Administration (Boston: Houghton
Mifflin Company, 1970), pp. 248-251.
73
This was the opinion of Snyder and Peterson, who
wrote that "elementary school administrators do not
function independently in reaching decisions. ... In the
final analysis, decision making in elementary schools is
based upon the involvement of administrators, parents,
teachers, and children, all sharing ideas to reach conclu-
sions within the framework of established general policies
formulated by the board of edcuation."^
Another collection of essays, resulting from a
seminar at the University of Texas on The Principalship
in the 1970 's
,
was edited and published in 1971 by the
director of the seminar, Kenneth E. McIntyre.
One participant, L. D. Haskew, stated that the
individual school would define the roles of the principal,
and saw the "chief production operation" of the school
being instruction. This puts the principal in the position
of potential leadership in "defining and redefining the
„
2
content, method, and objectives of instruction.
Other participants took the position that while
The role of the principal will become even
more ambiguous . . .
^Ibid.
,
p. 251.
^L. D. Haskew, "The Individual School in the 1975
Educational System," in The Principalship in the 1970
'
s
,
Kenneth E. McIntyre, ed. (Austin, Tex.: The Bureau o
Laboratory Schools, the University of Texas, 19/i),
pp. 8-9.
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The major requisite of the principalship in
most schools will be conceptual educational
leadership rather than clinical supervision.
Conceptual education leadership implies leadership
in qoal setting, planning, evaluation, and piecing
out structure within the system.
^
They added that, in the future, the principal might,
as part of a middle-management team, be responsible for
curriculum development assignments such as assessment,
evaluation, information, planning, and overall coordina-
4-
• 2tion.
Conrad Briner, in his essay, "Viewing the School
Principalship," took a more pessimistic view of the
principalship and presented the position that the principal
is given responsibility without much authority. Briner
felt that this reflects the dilemma of public education
in general and results in a weak educational program in
our schools.^
Writing in 1973, Shuster and Stewart discussed the
control of the school curriculum by the principal through
administration. They indicated that:
^Ray Cross, John Maas, and Fred Staub, "Panel-
Symposium: Underlying Assumptions About the Future and
the Preparation of School Principals at Three UCEA
Universities," in The Principalship in the 1970 's ,
Kenneth E. McIntyre, ed. (Austin, Tex.: The Bureau of
Laboratory Schools, the University of Texas, 1971)
,
p. 97.
^Ibid.
,
p. 101
.
^Conrad Briner, "Viewing the School Principalship,
in The Principalship in the 1970 's , Kenneth E. McIntyre,
ed.
,
p. 29
.
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• . . he must be aware that he controls the struc-
ture of the curriculum by the way in which he
organizes and administers the school. For example,
time schedules, the instructional program, use of
resources, classification of pupils, development
and selection of materials, marking, and promotional
policies are positive influences on the curriculum.^
Besides the indirect role of the elementary school
principal in curriculum control, Shuster and Stewart
pointed out more direct curriculum development respon-
sibilities :
The elementary principal is responsible for
initiating new curriculum programs in his school.
This means not only up-dating the social science,
mathematics and other curriculum areas, but also
studying the need for completely new programs to
serve the community.
^
Moreover, the authors stated that the principal should
prepare himself and the staff before beginning a program
of curriculum revision. The relationship between the
principal and other members of the supervising and
administrative staff should be understood, and the
philosophy and goals of the school system and community
should be clear.
Summarizing their chapter on elementary school
curriculum development, Shuster and his co-author reit-
erated :
^Shuster and Stewart, p. 161.
^Ibid.
,
p. 172
.
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The principal must be a leader in instruc-
tional improvement and curriculum development if
educational progress is to be achieved. The school
staff and the community must be brought into the
planning process. It behooves the principal to give
direction to his staff's thinking in order to provide
a curriculum that will insure each child the
opportunity of achieving maximum success from his
school experience. The principal is often unaware
of the factors that he controls which affect the
curriculum. Some of these are: (1) the daily
schedule, (2) the use of resources and field
trips, (3) the classification of pupils, etc.
The principal must respond to community needs
in initiating new curriculum programs when needed.
He works closely with the community in developing
such programs as bilingual education, early child-
hood education, and sex and drug education. As the
school becomes more autonomous in its relationship
to the central office, the responsibility increases
for broadening the base of local curriculum
development. All segments of the community must
be brought into the process, including decision
making.
1
William Pharis, executive director of the National
Association of Elementary School Principals, in his
article "The Principalship , Where Are We?," described the
problems faced by elementary principals and quoted the
results of studies cited elsewhere in this chapter. It
was his conclusion that "... the principal is the
single most influential determinant in ensuring good edu-
cational experiences for boys and girls." He added, "It
is the principals who make it happen. Principals convert
educational expenditures into actions, policies into
programs, and curriculum guides into learning experiences
^Ibid.
,
p. 178
.
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for children."^
In 1975
,
Sergiovanni and Elliott were concerned
about the changes which were taking place in the role of
the elementary school principal, and investigated and
wrote about the elementary principal's role in school
program development, curriculum improvement, and the
change process itself. They wrote that:
. . . the role of the principal has grown and has
been transformed from that of principal teacher
to an administrative-organizational specialist
who typically shows very little direct concern for
teaching. Indeed, while many principals concern
themselves with management and organization in
efforts to improve the efficiency of the school,
the curriculum is shaped—often quite independent-
ly—by teachers, publishers, and state education
authorities .
2
These authors discussed the problems of balance
between managerial and educational responsibilities. They
saw teachers as the real agents of change and tried to
define the principal's role as that of a "change environ-
mentalist and helper." They added:
In general, this role requires that the principal
give attention to the development of a school
^William L. Pharis, "The Principalship , Where Are
We?" National Elementary Principal , November -December
,
1975, p. 8.
^Thomas J. Sergiovanni and David L. Elliott, Educa-
tional and Organizational Leadership in Elementary Schools
(Englewood Cliffs, N. J. : Prentice-Hall, 1975), p. 184.
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climate that encourages and supports change and
to the development of an interpersonal context which
frees
, encourages
,
and helps people to experiment
with change.^
. . . the elementary school principal needs to
become more of a fellow student, teacher, student
teacher, student of teachers, and teacher of
teachers. The top-priority administrative duties
should be those which best facilitate the functioning
of the staff as a kind of community of scholars and
teachers .
2
It was pointed out that any change mandated by the
administration without a real change in the teachers would
3be superficial.
However, Sergiovanni and Elliot felt that the prin-
cipal did have a role as educational leader within the
school and that the instructional program should be the
main focus of his leadership, decision-making, and staff
. . . 4development activities.
. . . the principal can have a key role as
leader and model. He can help establish the con-
ditions for study and program improvement, work to
mobilize needed resources in school and community,
and work to interpret and clarify the process to
all concerned.^
The authors saw the primary goal of curriculum
development as being most professional staff development.
They concluded with the assumption that:
^Ibid.
,
p. 120
^Ibid
.
^Ibid.
,
p. 203
^Ibid.
,
p . 190
^Ibid
. ,
p . 181
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The major responsibility for decisions about
educational program belongs to the professional
staff as it consults closely with parents and thebroader community.
. . .
Principals act primarily as educational leaders
and as partners with teachers and others in the
educational process. They teach, lead curriculum
reform, and support the development of others.
1
Burnes and her colleagues, reporting on an inser-
vice program operating out of the Bank Street College of
Education called "The Program for the Development of the
Role of the Principal as an Educational Leader," listed
competency in curriculum development as one of their
goals. Actually, several of the other goals of the Program
could be noted as bearing on the curriculum development
role. They are listed by the authors:
become aware of themselves as educational leaders
develop and define goals, objectives and strategies
for their schools and for themselves
develop a program of assessment of staff, children,
programs and self
understand how adults learn and conduct staff
development programs
understand the learning and growth of children . . .
develop their schools as total learning environ-
ments . . .
be more effective with parents and the school
community.
^
^Ibid.
,
p. 240
.
^Judith Crooks Burnes et ^. , "Inservice for
Educational Leadership," National Elementary Principal ,
November 1975, p. 75.
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Program staff and participating principals identified
the area of staff development as the most important. Thus
area has been mentioned by many other writers as being
^^itical to curriculum development within the individual
school. Moreover, one of the major outcomes of the Program
was a focus on curriculum. Principals also found that
through increased staff development activities, members
of the staff assumed greater responsibility for curriculum
planning and evaluation. Through the Program, participa-
ting principals began to assume new leadership roles.
^
In 1975, McNally wrote about the role of the elemen-
tary school principal in relation to external determinants,
instead of the usual focus on the school itself. These
external determinants included outside role expectations,
authority and responsibility relationships within the
school system, certification requirements, preparation
programs, and inservice development. However, he did not
exclude the usual role determinants such as time for curric-
2
ulum leadership, and teacher-principal relationships.
In order to improve their educational leadership
role, McNally suggested that principals band together, with
each other as well as with other interested groups, and
^Ibid.
,
pp. 74-78
.
^Harold J. McNally, "The Principalship , a Shared
Responsibility," National Elementary Principal , November
1975, pp. 23-25.
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clarify that role and then work together to strengthen it.
McNally conceded that it would require a tremendous change
of attitudes, especially among the principals themselves.^
Hills's article on elementary school administration
supported the concept that the elementary school should
work cooperatively with teachers to effect change in the
school curriculum. Hills stated:
Placing primary responsbility for the improvement
of instruction on the principal is the surest way
to see that little improvement is made. The
responsibility must be placed upon teachers.
^
The leadership position presented in the article
was termed "humanistic-philosophic" and would indicate
a role in curriculum development where the principal would
encourage teacher involvement and decision-making.
School principals were not identified by Oliva as
real supervisors, those who assist teachers in the improve-
ment of the curriculum and instruction, because he did not
see that function as their primary responsibility. Oliva
stated that:
Although the principal has responsibility for the
curriculum and instruction of the school, super-
vision is only one of these tasks. It is unfortu-
nately true that supervision is often a secondary
task to many school principals who commonly lament
that they do not have time to devote to curriculum
^Ibid.
,
pp. 26-28 .
^Jean Hills, "The Preparation of Administrators:
Some Observations from the 'Firing Line,'" Educational
Administration Quarterly 3 (Autumn 1975) :9.
^Ibid.
,
p. 19
.
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and instructional leadership because they are toobusy with the day-to-day operation of the school.
^
Brubaker decried the fact that such a large percent-
age of the elementary principal's time was taken up by non-
curricular and non-ins tructional matters. However, he saw
an important relationship between those more mundane duties
the primary role that curriculum and instruction
should play in the elementary school."^
He contended that "noncurriculum and instruction
matters are largely important in that they act as a support
system for reaching curriculum and instruction goals. He
further added:
The role proposed for the principal . . . may
appear to be an abrupt departure from the role many
principals presently play. We have quite simply
challenged the principal to become the kind of
creative leader who gives first priority to
curriculum and instruction although still operating
efficiently and bureaucratically in non-curriculum
and instruction matters. It has been argued that
his consciousness as to this distinction is a key factor
in successfully playing this new role.'^
After reviewing the literature in the area of in-
structional leadership, Allaby and Betts noted:
The traditional and prevailing image of the
principal is one of providing instructional
^Peter F. Oliva, Supervision for Today's Schools
(New York: Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 1976) , pp. 7-8.
^Dale L. Brubaker, Creative Leadership in Elementary
Schools (Dubuque, Iowa: Kendall/Hunt Publishing Company,
1976)
,
p. 52.
^Ibid. "^Ibid. , p. 58.
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leadership.
^
However, they were quick to add:
Despite the expressed view of principals and
their national organizations, it is increasingly
apparent that principals, as a group, are not
exercising, to any great degree, the instructional
and programme leadership functions that are widely
agreed to be their most important responsi-
bility. . . .
. . . Circumstances, often of his choosing, have
effectively removed the principal from his primary
role of instructional leadership. The multiplicity
of demands on the principal's time, his lack of
perceived expertise and the judgmental authorita-
tive nature of his position make it unrealistic to
expect the principal to provide specific instruc-
tional help to his teachers; instead he must
concentrate on providing overall educational leader-
ship and delegate instructional concerns to others
in the school.
2
The two authors agree that, despite the delegation
of authority to others within the school, the principal
still holds the final responsibility for maintaining
the instructional program.
In 1977, Campbell and his associates used the term
"instructional leadership" to cover the functions of the
principal's role in curriculum development. They stressed
cooperative and principal-teacher team effort when they
stated:
^Lloyd Allaby and Marven Betts, "Instructional
Leadership: Selected Articles for Elementary School
Principals," Principals-in-Council , the Principals'^ and
Vice—Principals ' Council of New Brunswick Teachers
Association, March 1977, p. 5.
9
“Ibid.
,
pp. 5-6
.
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It should bs notsd that th© contsitiporar'y rol©
of instructional leader is not that of a "super-
teacher" who directs teachers in the specifics of
teaching. Given the complexity and variety of
the school curriculum as well as the increasing
Preparation and sophistication of teachers / such
^ longer realistic. However, the
principal can assist teachers by sharing his im-
pressions of their work and encouraging them to do
the same for each other. Working with his staff,
he assesses the need for the use of resource
personnel and deploys them to spots where they
may be effective. He also works with them to
appraise the effectiveness of the instructional
program and to take the steps necessary to improve
it. 1
Summary . This first section of chapter 2 consists of an
extensive chronological reivew of selected literature by
authorities in the field of school administration who have
written about the role of the elementary principal in curric-
ulum development. The review has sought in part to satisfy
several purposes. First, the ideas of the authors reviewed
served to give an historical base to the present study.
Secondly, it served to provide specific ideas about the
curriculum activities prescribed for the elementary prin-
cipal by others in school administration. Next, the review
gives the investigator some insight into changes or trends
which have been taking place during the past decades in the
ideal and actual curriculum development roles of the
^Roald F. Campbell, Edv/in M. Bridges, and Raphael
O. Nystrand, Introduction to Educational Administration ,
5th ed. (Boston : Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1977), pp. 242-
243, 254-255.
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elementary school principal; and lastly, the writings
of these theorists and practitioners in school administra-
tion provide the investigator with material resources for
the construction of the survey instrument for the present
study.
Most of the authors reviewed in this first section
agreed that the elementary school principal does, or should,
hold a leadership role within the individual school in
curriculum development.^ The consensus seems to be that
the individual school is the best level to develop appro-
. 2priate and effective curriculum. Although not all of
these writers agree on the form of the leadership role,
most do think that it should be a cooperative one, which
accepts and encourages other participants as being impor-
3tant components in the curriculum development process.
These include: chiefly, the teachers, who are closest to
Mickelson and Hanse, p. 27; Pino and Johnson, p. 81;
Shuster and Wetzler, pp. 230, 238, 255, 477; Jensen ^ al .
,
pp. 116, 144; Kimbrough, pp. 94, 121, 174; Bradfield and
Kraft, p. 119; Cooper, pp. 107, 102; Jarvis, p. 95;
Sergiovanni and Elliott, pp. 120, 181, 203; Elsbree, McNally
and Wynn, pp. 104-105.
2
Misner, Schneider and Keith, p. 198; Pino and
Johnson, p. 180; Shuster and Wetzler, pp. 230, 238, 239;
Reavis et ^. , pp. 94 , 95, 124; Cooper, p. 101; Hencley,
McCleary and McGrath, p. 166; Hicks and Jameson, p. 98;
Jarvis and Pounds, p. 41; Jensen et a^.
,
p. 114;
Sergiovanni and Elliott, p. 189.
^Kimbrough, p. 121; Mickelson and Hansen, pp. 101,
102; Misner, Schneider and Keith, p. 198; Snyder and
Peterson, p. 248; Shuster and Wetzler, pp. 252, 255, 270;
Sergiovanni and Elliott, pp. 120, 190, 240.
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the instruction program;^ the parents, who are aware of
2 1the needs of their children; other staff members; and
and members of the community.^
Besides leadership through the role of coordination,
the elementary principal is seen by the authors to hold a
leadership role as manager of human relations within the
5individual school. In this role the principal is expected
to create a kind of climate or atmosphere for curriculum
development which will stimulate, encourage, and support
g
the curriculum development work of the entire staff.
According to the authors, this is one of the ways the
elementary principal influences the "hidden curriculum" in
^Pino and Johnson, pp. 181-183; Shuster and Wetzler,
pp. 253-270-271; Hencley, McCleary and McGrath, p. 168;
Hicks and Jameson, pp. 98-99; Jensen et al . , p. 144; Jordan,
p. 263; Reavis ^ , pp. 124 , 125; Sergiovanni and
Elliott, pp. 121, 190; Shuster and Stewart, p. 177.
^Cooper, p. 107; Jensen, p. 115; Snyder and Peterson,
pp. 248-251.
^Cooper, p. 107; Hagman, p. 153.
^Mickelson and Hansen, p. 103; Shuster and Wetzler,
pp. 270-271; Cooper, p. 106; Jacobson, Logsdon and Wiegman,
p. 43; Jordan, pp. 263-264; Sergiovanni and Elliot, pp.
241-246; Shuster and Stewart, p. 175.
^Mickelson and Hansen, p. 29; Shuster and Wetzler,
p. 271.
^Kimbrough, p. 184; Mickelson and Hansen, p. 29;
Misner, Schneider and Keith, p. 198; Stoops and Marks,
p. 163; Howard, p. 144; Jordan, p. 270; Sergiovanni
and
Elliott, pp. 120, 181.
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the individual local school. Moreover, the school curric
uluin is affected, both directly and indirectly by most
routine administrative decisions made daily by the prin™
cipal .
^
Other specific curriculum development activities
which were recommended for the elementary principal include:
1) Helping development curriculum objectives^
2) Applying school philosophy to curriculum
3development
3) Becoming involved in system-wide curriculum
development^
4) Providing materials and resources for curric-
ulum development^
g
5) Helping evaluate curriculum
^Shuster and Wetzler, pp. 239, 241, 253; Shuster
and Stewart, pp. 161-162.
2 Cooper, p. 102; Jarvis and Pounds, p. 43; Kimbrough,
p. 165.
3Kimbrough, pp. 157, 182; Shuster and Wetzler,
p. 231; Howard, p. 143.
^Jensen, pp. 115, 145; Jordan, p. 266.
^Knezevich, p. 389; Mickelson and Hansen, p. 102;
Misner, Schneider and Keith, p. 198; Shuster and Wetzler,
pp. 239, 242; Cooper, p. 105; Elsbree, McNally and Wynn,
p. 113; Hencley, McCleary and McGrath, p. 157; Reavis et
al.
, pp. 122 , 128; Sergiovanni and Elliott, p. 240; Shuster
and Stewart, p. 163.
^Kimbrough, p. 183; Mickelson and Hansen, p. 104;
Shuster and Wetzler, p. 237; Cross, Maas and Staub, p. 101;
Cooper, p. 108; Grieder, Pierce and Jordan, p. 259; Reavis
et al.
,
pp. 125 , 127
.
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6) Supervising the total school program^
7) Working with curriculum committees^
8) Developing inservice programs^
Finally, this review of writings in school admin-
istration seems to indicate that there is a growing con-
fusion about the role of the elementary school principal
in curriculum development. Although several of the
earlier selections mentioned problems which interfered
with the curriculum development role such as time limita-
4tions, more recent authors seemed to emphasize the increas-
ing complexity of the principal's job and suggested that
curriculum development might be more efficiently and
effectively handled by someone else.^ The pressures
created by the principal's increased school management role
creates doubt about the future of the role of the elemen-
tary principal in curriculum development Those who still
^Mickelson and Hansen, p. 104; Curtin, p. 217;
Grieder, Pierce and Jordan, p. 257; Jacobson, Logsdon and
Wiegman, p. 33; Oliva, pp. 6-8; Stoops and Marks, p. 163.
^Curtin and Gilbertson, p. 125.
^Cooper, P. 107.
^Oliva, pp. 7-8; Brubaker, p. 52; Curtin, p. 228.
^Kimbrough, p. 157; Langer, p. 46; McNally, p. 24.
^Feyereisen, Fiorino and Nowak, pp. 96-98; Pino and
Johnson, p. 183; Langer, p. 46; Cross, Maas and Staub,
pp. 97-101; Kimbrough, p. 120; Knezevich, p. 388;
le^giovanni and Elliott, pp. 12-13, 172, 184; Shuster ana
Stewart, p. 161; McNally, p. 23.
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see the principal as a curriculum leader, do indicate that
the role may change and become more general, and the prin-
cipal may become more of a coordinator of others who are
more specifically involved in the process.^
Many of these same opinions and concerns are mention-
ed in the next section of this chapter by the curriculum
specialists, whose writings have been selected for review.
Review of Literature in the Field of Curriculum
Development Relating to the Role of the
Elementary School Principal
This second section of Chapter 2 presents the
perceived role of the elementary school principal in
curriculum development according to writers who are
specialists in curriculum development. As in the previous
section, the authors will be reviewed chronologically,
from the work of Bobbitt in 1924 to Goodlad in 1979, pro-
viding a descriptive survey of the curriculum development
role of the elementary school principal. The ideas found
in this review of literature also serve as a foundation
to help develop the present research survey as presented
in the following chapters.
^Cooper, p. 106; Curtin, pp. 216-217; Elsbree,
McNally and Wynn, p. 133; Feyereisen, Fiorino and Nowak,
p. 98
.
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As early as 1924, in his historic work, How to Make
a Curriculurn
,
Bobbitt wrote about the school principal in
the curriculum development process. Although he believed
that the school principal and the teachers should work
cooperatively, he nevertheless reserved the key role within
the school for the principal.
Bobbitt commented;
In the curriculum making, he (principal) is in
the position of the director of an orchestra
who must coordinate all of the parts in the making
of one harmonious whole.
^
Regardless of the fact that the principal is closer
to the curriculum activity and should be responsible for
initiating curriculum plans, Bobbitt acknowledged that the
final curriculum decisions would still rest with the
superintendent
.
However, within the individual elementary school
building the elementary principal is in charge.
Bobbitt concluded:
Principal and teachers will formulate their
semi-general and detailed plans relatively
independently; but in conference they will
harmonize their differences. Where there remains
disagreement after conference, the principal will
decide .
^
^Bobbitt, p. 280.
^Ibid.
,
p. 285
.
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In 1946, Miel wrote about curriculum change as a
social process and therefore saw the role of the principal
as being primarily a coordinator of curriculum development.
The principal should have expertise in coordination, tech-
of group action, and the field of human relations.
Miel believes that principals often over~specialize in
school management to the detriment of their important role
in curriculum change. Some specialization within the
framework of curriculum development was deemed to be ap-
propriate and useful.^
In summary, Miel asserted that:
The school principal
,
too, must have a broad
view of the curriculum and must feel that his chief
function is to furnish leadership in curriculum
development in the individual school unit. He, too,
should be a specialist in coordination, strategy,
and organization. If assistance can be supplied to
the principal, he should be relieved of matters of
routine that can be handled by clerks and assistants
and should concentrate his efforts on the larger
aspects of the principal's job. He may well
specialize also in some area of the curriculum such
as evaluation or reading, as suggested earlier.
^
In 1950, Hollis Caswell and his associates presented
two different organizational plans for curriculum develop-
ment within a school system. One was a system-wide plan,
initiated in the central office and implemented through
Alice Miel, Changing the Curriculum, a Social
Process (New York: Appleton-Century-Crof ts , Inc., 1946),
pp. 128-133.
^Ibid.
,
p. 173
.
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central office staff. The other was based on the individ-
ual school and developed by the local school staff. The
latter would place more responsibility on the individual
school administrator.^
The authors presented an example where initiative for
improvement of the instructional program was encouraged at
the individual school level, placing the principal in "an
exceedingly important" position. Some of his responsibil-
ities, strengthening his role in curriculum development,
were listed.
1. General supervision of instruction throughout the
building
.
2. Organization of building committees and studies to
improve the instructional program.
3. Interpretation of city-wide policies to the
faculty, and interpretation of building problems
to the administration.
4. Interpretation of the school program to parents,
and cooperation with parents in school and commun-
ity projects. . . .
5. Requisitioning of adequate supplies and facilities.
6. Providing of help through consultants, visiting
teachers, school nurses, and others for teachers
and pupils.
2
Herrick and Tyler, in 1950, saw school administrators
as "consumers and appliers of (curriculum) theory rather than
^Hollis L. Caswell et al.
,
Curriculum Improvement in
Public School Systems (New York: Teachers College, Columbia
University, 1950), pp. 76-79.
^Ibid.
,
p. 127, written by William N. Alexander
(chapter 6, "Improving Instruction in Battle Creek").
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producers of it." They listed teachers, curriculum
coordinators and supervisors, educational philosophers, and
other specialists in curriculum organization and develop-
ment as the originators of curriculum theory.
Nevertheless, Herrick and Tyler stressed the need for
a cooperative attack on curriculum problems and favored the
individual school as the best level to work with curriculum
issues. This would, of course, place the individual school
administrator, or the principal, in a key position within
the larger group of curriculum workers. Because of ths
central position, the principal would have a great deal of
responsibility for communications among his fellow educators.
The unit of organization for curriculum study, accord-
ing to Krug, should be the individual school, regardless of
size. The entire staff should work together, perhaps through
the coordinated efforts of a building curriculum study
committee. Krug mentioned several responsibilities of
building principals which might make up their curriculum
development role in this type of situation:
1. ... One of the most important responsibilities of
the building principal is to understand what is
going on in the system-wide curriculum planning
program and to make the services of the system-wide
planning available in his school. . . .
2. The principal often arranges for consultant or
supervisory services from the central office. . . .
3. In school systems with central curriculum councils,
it is an important responsibility of the principal
^Virgil E. Herrick and Ralph W. Tyler, eds . , Toward
Improved Curriculum Theory , No. 71 (Chicago: The Univer-
sity of Chicago Press , March 1950) , p. 121.
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to arrange faculty meetings in which the council
recommendations and policies may be discussed andin which decisions may be made.
. .
4. The principal also serves as the connecting linkin the school-community relationship.!
Although Anderson, in 1956, advocated the cooperative
group process in school curriculum development, he did
discuss leadership roles; and in so doing he described four
^!ff®J^snt school climates and the role of the principal in
each. The school atmospheres described were authoritarian,
benevolent despotism, laissez faire, and democratic.
Anderson's preference is clearly stated:
This is an important principle for curriculum
improvement, one that experience in curriculum study
in schools has substantiated. Effective leaders in
schools have known for a long time that when faculty
groups make a cooperative decision they carry it out
more readily. The focus of curriculum study, there-
fore, should be on the group, not on the individual.
^
More specifically the principal's role, favored by
the author, was described as follows:
In a democratic atmosphere the principal is a
member of a team. Some people misinterpret democrat-
ic leadership as the laissez faire type. The
principal does not abdicate leadership but gives
responsibility to those who can and are willing to
take it. He makes it possible for the staff to plan
together and to cooperate in developing policy. Then
he carries out that policy to the best of his ability.
Where there is sharing in decision-making, teachers
understand why certain practices and policies exist.
Since they participate in deciding what the school is
to be like, they feel it is their school and take
^Krug
,
et a^.
,
pp. 89-92.
Vernon E. Anderson, Principles and Procedures of
Curriculum Development (New York: The Ronald Press Company,
1956)
,
p. 24
.
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responsibility for the success of its program.^
Kyte cited the problem of time as a factor which
interfered with the elementary school principal's providing
the kind of supervision which would help teachers to improve
classroom instruction. The ability to elicit cooperation
from the teaching staff was also noted as another important
factor.
^
Starting from a firm belief that the individual school
unit is the proper setting for curriculum development,
Pritzkan, like many other curriculum theorists, logically
deduced that the principal has a key leadership role in the
development of the school program. However, he acknowledged
that other curriculum workers may take on the role of leader-
ship, as long as the classroom teacher and the instructional
setting are central to curriculum development.
Regarding the role of the principal, he asserts:
Although it is assumed that the principal, as
leader, has certain goals in mind as well as vision
and understanding with regard to the nature of curric-
ulum development and implementation, he must establish
a position of mutual operation by relating his vision
and understanding to that of the teachers.
3
According to Pritzkan, the principal also must see to
it that the ideas of the teachers are given due consideration.
^Ibid.
,
p. 27
.
^George C. Kyte, The Elementary School Teacher at
Work (New York: The Dryden Press, 1957), p. 153.
^Philo T. Pritzkan, Dynamics of Curriculum Improve -
ment ( Englewood Cliffs, N. J. : Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1959),
p. 9
.
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It is . . . highly important for the principal to develop
the conditions whereby there is decision and action relative
to at least some of the ideas furnished by teachers."^ When
he cannot implement teachers' suggestions, he must be able to
explain why and discuss his limitations.
As the principal has shown an understanding
and a sensitivity to the problems and ideas of
others, he has taken an important step toward the
initiation of curriculum improvement.^
Pritzkan set down several responsibilities of the
principal when he assumes leadership in curriculum develop-
ment ;
1. Raising questions about learning procedures
may promote curriculum improvement.
. . .
2 . Locating signs of static instructional perform-
ance. . . .
3. Detecting points of direction out of static
instructional practices. . . .
4. Developing conditions for eliciting the
resourcefulness of all effected by curriculum
change. . . .^
Finally, Pritzkan summarized his concepts concern-
ing the curriculum development role of the principal in
relation to the teachers:
The principal was designated as the leader
who has the responsibility of initiating the
beginnings in curriculum improvement. As the
process develops, leadership should come from
teachers and other individuals. The conditions
must be developed where teachers and the prin-
cipal begin to ask questions about the
instructional practices and seek to implement
^Ibid.
,
p. 10
.
^Ibid.
,
p. 11.
^Ibid.
,
pp. 12-14
.
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these in curriculum improvement. They seek
further to determine what other questions
they should be asking and develop the resources
for action on the questions.
1
Beck, Cook and Kearney listed several curriculum
development responsibilities for the school administrator
in their text. Curriculum in the Modern Elementary
School.
First, administration must assume
responsibility for seeing that available research
in curriculum is used widely in the schools. 2
This means that principals and other personnel must
understand the experimental nature of education. The
principal must provide advisory help for the teachers
so that research information will be available and
readily understood for application to development of the
curriculum.
Second, administration must be alert to
eliminate supervisory or inspectional practices
that, no matter how well intended, actually
serve to slow down real progress.
^
Teachers must be regarded as professionals and be
included in the decision-making process. The school
principal should apply relevant theories of group dynamics
^Ibid.
,
p. 16
^Robert H. Beck, Walter W. Cook, and Nolan C.
Kearney, Curriculum in the Modern Elementary School , 2nd
ed. (Englewood Cliffs, N. J. : Prenctice-Hall , Inc.
(1953) 1960) , p. 350.
^Ibid.
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and social psychology in order to provide adequate educa-
tional leadership in curriculum development. Beck and his
co-authors added:
If administration can remove the fear that
teachers have of revealing a weakness, a lack
of knowledge, a lack of skill, a specific
failure with a specific child, or a deviation
from supervisory opinion, and in its place set
up a healthy, cooperative attitude, it will
have accomplished wonders in improving curriculum
practice.
1
Finally, the authors stated:
Third, administration must become active
in developing a new type of public understand-
ing. 2
According to the three authors, citizens, including
parents, should meaningfully participate in the curriculum
development process, so that they might truly understand
and support what goes on in their schools.
McNally and Passow, like many other curriculum
theorists, looked to the individual school for the best
planning and operational unit for curriculum activities.
From the "centralized," "decentralized," and "centrally-
coordinated" approaches described in their publication.
Improving the Quality of Public School Programs , McNally
and his associate favored the latter since it best seemed
to provide for good communication and optimum use of
^Ibid.
,
p. 351
.
^Ibid.
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personnel and resources.^
The authors saw curriculum improvement as a human
process, usually carried out in various groups, and de-
manding leadership as described here:
Leadership for curriculum improvement now comes
from many directions, beginning with the status
person, the administrator or supervisor assigned
specific curriculum duties. These may involve
coordination of individual and group activities,
allotment of necessary resources, communication
of data, stimulation of planning groups, and
evaluation of work. Leadership in this sense
—
providing the means a group needs for effective
functioning
—
goes beyond administrative domina-
tion and direction. Leadership on the part of
successful modern administrators and supervisors
really boils down to helping the classroom
teacher do a better job.^
In summary, McNally and Passow specifically mention
the leadership role of the elementary principal in
curriculum development as follows;
As the individual school has become the basic
unit of participation in curriculum building, the
leadership role of the principal has necessarily
been redefined. It is the building principal,
particularly at the elementary level, who has had
to function as instructional leader as well as
administrative manager. The building principal
is the one who arranges the conditions for
involving faculty in program planning, for
encouraging continuous study and experimentation,
and for maintaining constant appraisal of the
educational program. These demands for instruction-
al leadership have placed new requirements on
principals for developing the skills and techniques
in personnel management and group work required for
^McNally and Passow, pp. 43-45.
^Ibid.
,
p. 55
.
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stimulating and coordinating staff efforts at
program improvement.^
Cooperative curriculum development was the theme
of tucker s text/ Curriculum Development in the Elementary
School
, published in 1960. He presented a point of view
which depicts the elementary principal as "... a
leader whose chief function is to stimulate professional
growth through cooperative means and to coordinate the
2
efforts of all." "Given this attitude by an administra-
tor, a faculty will strive to improve, and curriculum
3
change will move with decisiveness."
Furthermore, the author contended that:
The professional growth of the individual . . .
is bound up with the improvement of the total
curriculum. Leaders should help teachers where
possible, to see themselves realistically, to
diagnose learning situations in which they are
involved, and to develop the habit of searching
for better answers.^
Finally, the following role functions, related to
curriculum development, were listed:
As the educational leader works with
teachers, pupils, and parents in curriculum
planning, he helps to provide the know-how,
^Ibid.
,
pp . 55-56
.
^W. Ray Rucker, Curriculum Development in the
Elementary School (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1960)
,
p. 367.
^Ibid.
"^Ibid.
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coordinates plans for use of resources,
schedules activities, secures needed
consultative help, encourages the active
participation of many people in the develop-
ment of goals and the ways to achieve them,
and encourages their continuous evaluation of
those goals and methods. This is a necessary
status role of dignity and respect, yet democratic
and nonauthoritarian .
1
Wood asserted that:
The administration of a continuous program
of curriculum planning and development is perhaps
the administrator's most important function.
^
More specifically, he added:
The administrator provides the general
leadership, fosters additional leadership, arranges
for necessary finances and facilities, insures
coordination, and takes necessary administrative
action to bring about curriculum planning and
development at all levels
—
policy making, overall
planning, and classroom planning and development .
^
The role in curriculum development advocated for
the administrator by Wood did not exclude the teacher,
the learners, the parents, or other curriculum workers.
To the contrary, he believed that each had an essential
role, which should be supported and encouraged by the
administrator
.
In 1961, Beauchamp listed eight common roles of
professional personnel in curriculum development, which were
reported in a publication by Teachers College, Columbia
^Ibid.
,
pp. 367-368.
^Hugh B. Wood, Foundations of Curriculum Planning
and Development (Seattle: Cascade-Pacific Books, 1960),
p. 511.
^Ibid.
,
pp. 429-493.
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University. These were:
1. to study learners
2. to use and serve the community
3. to study broad social trends
4 . to evaluate the school program
5. to experiment with methods and materials
6. to examine held philosophies of education
7. to select a basic plan of curriculum organization
8. to select appropriate learning experiences^
As the title of Beauchamp's book, Curriculum
Theory
,
suggested, little or no emphasis was placed on the
practical aspects of the role descriptions of specific
administrators
.
Whether the principal is handling administrative
details or instructional problems, Fleming believed that
the primary focus should be on the planning and execution
of quality programs for the children in the school. He
maintained that the principal's role should be that of a
facilitator of the work of the teacher in the classroom.
"Designing the curriculum, developing new instructional
materials, and diagnosing blocks to learning for individuals
or groups having difficulty are illustrative of the hard
core of professional jobs which promote quality in the
„2program.
^George A. Beauchamp, Curriculum Theory (Wilmette,
111.; The Kagg Press, 1961) , p. 53"!
Boys
Inc
2Robert S. Fleming,
and Girls (Columbus,
1963)
,
p. 642.
ed.
,
Oh. ;
Curriculum for Today's
Charles E. Merrill Books
,
• 9
10 3
As may be expected Beauchamp became more specific
about the role of the elementary school principal in
curriculum development in his book The Curriculum of the
Elementary School than he did in his earlier work,
Curriculum Theory .
It is during the implementation stage of curriculum
development that school administrators, including building
principals, have a key role, according to the author.
They should set an example for the teachers. "The best way
for a curriculum planning project to be completely wasted
is for the administrative people to become so preoccupied
with managerial matters that they in fact do nothing about
the curriculum."^ Because of the fact that the individual
school building is the place where the results of curric-
ulum development are expected to take effect, the author
concludes that, "Curriculum study launched on an elementary
school building level is more likely to include participation
2
of all teachers and the principal.
Beauchamp adds:
One thing an elementary school principal and
his staff can do is to hold a series of meetings
devoted to the subject of how to implement the
^George A. Beauchamp, The Curriculum of the
Elementary School (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc. , 1964)
,
p. 357.
^Ibid.
,
p. 290.
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curriculuin
. These meetings should culminate
in a comprehensive plan for doing the job, a
plan that is the group's plan. The principal
needs to remember that the teachers who have
Participated in planning the curriculum are
knowledgeable people about the curriculum; they
know its content and its intent. It is the
curriculum they planned; the plan for implementa-
tion should be theirs too.l
In 1965, Oliver described in detail several differ-
ent roles related to curriculum development which he
assigned to the school principal. He stated:
. . . the principal, if he is to be a
curriculum leader, has many roles—initiator,
facilitator, coordinator, expert in human
relations and in working with groups, intelligence
officer (i.e., getter, sifter, and distributor
of information) .
2
Although he believed that all administrators
shared similar responsibilities for curriculum develop-
ment, he saw the principal as a key figure because of his
position of leadership in the individual school. He notes
that
;
Case after case can be cited to attest to
the fact that in curriculum improvement the
principal is the key person in actual situations.
He can make or break or block desired
activity. ... In the individual school, the
principal sets tone and pace.
^Ibid.
,
p. 358
.
^Oliver, p. 448.
^Ibid.
,
p. 50
.
Basically
,
Oliver condensed the many curriculum-
related roles of the principal to two general categorie
listed specific responsibilities under each as
follows
:
To a great extent the administrator's role
is that of an expeditor. Curriculum study
takes time, energy, people, materials, and
funds. The administrator is in a key position
to facilitate study in the following ways:
1. He should provide time and place for
teachers and other groups to meet.
2. Schedules should be so arranged that
teachers who are to plan together may be free
at the same time. The development of team-
teaching plans has made this particularly
important
.
3. Other groups can be asked to participate.
For example, a high school principal might want
to have some elementary teachers join the study
of the school's philosophy or give clues on pupil
needs
.
4. The administrator should know what people
would make good consultants and arrange to have
them meet with appropriate groups. Most admin-
istrators through their professional contacts and
participation in conferences gather a useful list
of names of potential consultants.
5. He can set up in-service programs, special
workshops, and study groups. (Suggestions on in-
service programs will be presented in Problem 13.)
6 . Arrangements should be made for key
teachers to attend conferences, institutes, and
national conventions, or to visit other schools.
The annual ASCD Research Institute in Washington
can bring valuable ideas directly to the local
scene
.
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7. Often journals, reports, and paimphlets come
across the administrator's desk that teachers may never
know about, unless he establishes the practice of
channeling items of possible interest to the proper
teacher or teachers
. Some administrators put a
"routing slip" on the material, requesting that
it be reviewed and then passed on to someone else.
In such cases it is important to plan some way to
follow through with informal discussions, reports to
groups, incorporation of new ideas and techniques
into curriculum materials which are being developed.
8 . The administrator should keep up to date on
educational ideas and programs. This may be partially
accomplished by reading, by attending conferences,
and by taking further graduate work.
Since success of the program will depend a great
deal upon changing people and upon getting them to
work together, the administrator also needs to be a
social engineer . In this role he can do a number of
things
.
1. A permissive attitude on the part of the
administrator will tend to release the creative energy
of his teachers. In addition, he will want to see that
qualified staff members are given positions of leader-
ship in the program.
2. He must know and understand the personality
traits of the teachers—who is a stand-patter? who
is indifferent to proposals? who is an initiator? so
that they can become effective members of curriculum
study teams. In relation to this point, it is important
the administrator provide for the personal security that
tends to be challenged by any activity that will lead
to change.
3. He will often need to take steps to initiate
interest and action since, practically, he cannot al-
ways wait until there is a concerted demand for
curriculum change from the faculty or from the commun-
ity. A good administrator must be a good listener.
He may hear scattered, incidental remarks which
indicate dissatisfactions. Sometimes he can capitalize
upon these feelings to initiate curriculum study.
Sometimes he may be approached by representatives from
a group of teachers or laymen who are advocating
program revision. He must not turn a deaf ear because
he does not want to get involved.
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4. Periodically, there should be an evaluation
of the school. This may be essentially a self-
evaluation, or it may call on an outside group to
add its appraisal of the local situation. in any
case, preparation for curriculum appraisal requires
many administrative arrangements and much enlightened
leadership.
5. The administrator should arrange for orienta-
tion of teachers new to the school to the school's
philosophy, procedures, and program.
^
Lippitt, when writing about the "Roles and Processes
in Curriculum Development and Change," in 1965, cited four
levels for change involvement: 1. classroom level, 2.
building level, 3. school system level, and 4. educational
2
community level. As expected, it is at the building level
that the principal's role is defined:
Let us, however, look at the school building level .
We have been involved in looking at the principal as
an initiator of change or a change agent. Certainly
it is quite easy for the principal to play the role
of sanctioner or supporter of innovation; yet
usually it seems to be hard for the principal to
take also the role of trainer, because the evaluation
relationship seems to make it hard to support the
risk-taking and awkwardness of the early tryout
period of teachers as learners. The principal can
certainly help build a staff climate with norms for
experimentation and freedom to observe and to help
the development of staff teams within the staff to
work on the development of curricular innovation
tryouts .
3
^Ibid
. ,
pp. 51-52
.
^Ronald Lippitt, "Role and Processes in Curriculum
Development and Change," in Strategy for Curriculum Change ,
Robert R. Deeper, ed . (Washington, D.C.: Association for
Supervision and Curriculum Development, 1965), p. 24.
^Ibid
. ,
pp. 24-25
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Although Inlow believed that teachers, being most
closely engaged in the classroom learning situation, should
always have a hand in the development of school curriculum,
she implied that the role of the principal depended largely
upon the size of the school or school system. It could be
inferred from her comments that the principal would have
greater responsibility for curriculum development in a
larger school, since the teachers' role would be more
representative.
^
Cay discussed the relationship of the school principal
to the system superintendent and the classroom teachers
when providing for curriculum change:
Normally, the administrator concerned is the
building principal, who, in turn, is directly
responsible to the system superintendent. Usually
the principal feels compelled to discuss proposed
changes with his superintendent and obtain higher
administrative permission from him. Before the
classroom teacher may make a curriculum change in-
volving others on the staff, the administrators must
be convinced that the proposed new method or content
offers potentially better learning experiences for the
pupils
.
The administrator, then, stands in the most crucial
position of all in regard to curriculum change within
his school system. Encouragement for teachers who
wish to experiment in the classroom is the greatest
gift an administrator may bestow upon his staff.
Creating an atmosphere in his school that makes teachers
feel like professional equals whose opinions are sought
and welcomed will do much to promote better curriculum
building.
^
^Gail M. Inlow, The Emergent in Curriculum (New York:
John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1966), pp. 36-37.
^Donald F. Cay, Curriculum: Design for Learning
(Indianapolis: The Bobbs-Merri 11 Company, Inc. , 1966)
,
pp. 40-41.
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Cay believed that curriculum change would be more
meaningful when the principal has the support of the staff.
In order for curriculum to change, people must change."^
Several research studies and statements by other authorities
were cited in order to illustrate and substantiate the
author's viewpoint.
In his 1966 publication entitled Curriculum Develop -
mei^, Koopman asserted that the role of the individual
school principal in curriculum leadership is confused by
many authorities. He added that:
There is a great need for (a) an unequivocal
agreement on the role of the principal in any given
school and (b) a general consensus on the role
of the principal as a curriculum leader. . . .
The problem of defining roles is complicated
in a free society and where vast differences in size
and organization of units appear. Thus definition
or role in terms of consensuses must be stated in
terms of principles. . . .^
Although Anderson, in 1969, did not specifically
mention the principalship
,
he seemed to be referring to
that position when he wrote about the role of the "school
leader" and the "curriculum leader." He believed that
the curriculum leader's role in the future would be one of
coordinator, innovator, program planner, and evaluator. He
also believed that that person would be a leader of in-
service education, experimentation, and research in order
^Ibid.
,
p. 42
.
2Koopman, p. 107.
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better to help teachers select and use new materials and
curriculum programs.^
Anderson advocated greater participation by
teachers and students in the curriculum decision-making
process in the future. He believed that such participa-
tion would enhance the role of the administrator. Without
it he asserted that the administrator "may end up as an
important adjunct in the curriculum-making process. Only
through genuine sharing of the decisions in the process of
2
others concerned can he hope to retain his influence."
Speaking to the problem of "change" in schools,
Anderson mentioned another role for the administrator:
The school administrator, who is one of the most
powerful change-agents for the school curriculum,
is faced with the fact that he must help speed up
change at the same time when he is helping the
total staff deal with changes already upon us. . . .
. . . In fact, the most respected and beloved
leaders may suddenly find themselves the symbol of
resistance to change or scapegoats for intolerance
of the establishment or for the lack of "improve-
ment," never quite clearly defined.
3
Hicks and his associates saw the role of the princi-
pal as that of a facilitator who would work with the
teachers in all curriculum matters. They suggested that
^Vernon E. Anderson, Curriculum Guidelines in an
Era of Change (New York; The Ronald Press Company, 1969)
,
pp. 50-51.
^Ibid., p. 5. Ibid., pp. 3-4.
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the entire school staff should work together as a team.^
Manning argued in behalf of a "humanistic curric-
ulum," and therefore felt the need for a flexible and en-
lightened administration.
He maintained that:
A humanistic school cannot function without
a flexible and enlightened administration that
seeks creatively to implement the curriculum rather
than to restrain it. It is an administration that
properly regards itself as a servant rather than
a master
,
as an arm of the total enterprise rather
than a presiding judge. In too many schools the
administration still suffers from inflated ego and
impoverished insight.
^
Within their chapter on "Leadership for Curriculum
Improvement," Ragan and Shepherd commented on the instruc-
tional leadership requirements for the elementary principal.
They expressed the belief that;
The leader needs a thorough grasp of the entire
school program in its social setting—historical back-
ground, objectives, the relationship among parts,
methods, and procedures. In addition, the leader
needs to be well grounded in the techniques of
evaluating the effectiveness of the school
program. . . .
There is a special burden placed upon the super-
vising principal in an elementary school to acquaint
himself with educational methods at all grade levels
and in all curriculum areas. . . .
. . . It is the function of leadership to help the
members of the group formulate common goals, develop
ways of achieving goals, grow in their capacity to
evolve worthwhile procedures and to generate and
^Hicks ^ al. , p. 6.
^Duane Manning, Toward a Humanistic Curriculum (New
York: Harper & Row, 1971), p. 5.
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support task-oriented leadership from within a
group .
1
The summary at the end of the same chapter included
several items which related to the curriculum development
role of the elementary school principal:
1. It is the responsiblity of instructional leader-
ship to help the staff develop an organization
through which each member can participate in the manner
best suited to his talents in the improvement of the
elementary school curriculum. . . .
3 . Instructional leadership in a democracy is based
on principles that mold the leader's thoughts and
guide his actions when entrusted with the success of
others. Instructional leadership is based on
intelligence, personal integrity, and the common
touch. Good leadership promotes an atmosphere of
mutual respect and trust, is inconspicuous, builds
morale, and requires foresight and courage.
4. The individual school is the operational center
for curriculum study and improvement. . . .
7. Elementary teachers and principals are realizing
increasingly the importance of working closely with
parents and other laymen in improving the elementary
school program. . . .
9. It is the responsibility of instructional leader-
ship to see that too much time does not elapse between
the talk stage and action stage of the curriculum
improvement program. . . .^
As part of his discussion about the successful plan-
ning and implementation of a new system-wide curriculum.
^William B. Ragan and Gene D. Shepherd, Modern
Elementary Curriculum , 4th ed. (New York: Holt, Rinehart
& Winston, 1971), pp. 214-215.
^Ibid
. ,
p . 230
.
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Morley indicated that the building principal "... play-
ed a crucial role in program development." Two functions
of his key role in program implementation were informing
the parents about the curriculum and assisting the teachers
in identifying the most appropriate times to incorporate
the new studies into the on-going instructional program
at each level.
^
Ronald Doll wrote about his concept of the ideal
role of the principal in curriculum development but indi-
cated that in reality the principal was seldom prepared to
carry out all of the duties expected of him. Although he
believed that the teachers had direct control over the
curriculum because of their proximity to the learning
process, Doll indicated that the principal had a very
special and important hole to fill.
In the third edition of Curriculum Improvement,
Decision Making and Process
,
published in 1974, Doll
presented the following viewpoint:
. . . the first-line gatekeeper of curriculum
improvement is the school principal. His proximity
to teachers and pupils makes him so. He serves as
interpreter of the culture, professional leader
on the educational frontier, supervisor of
instruction, stimulator of local community enlighten-
ment, and manager of a crucial educational enterprise.
^Franklin P. Morley, A Modern Guide to Effective K-12
Curriculum Planning (West Nyack, New York: Parker Publish-
ing Company^ Inc . , 19 73) , p. 83.
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In a more specific sense, he tries to employ able
teachers, arranges reasonable teacher loads, orients
new staff members, encourages teachers to evaluate
their performance, supports changes, stimulates
teachers to in-service growth, helps his staff under-
stand their goals
,
and in every way possible facili-
tates the improvement process. Such a listing of
roles and responsibilities assumes more understanding
and ability than many principals now possess. The
heavy instructional responsibilities which superin-
tendents and community members place upon principals
call for quality of preparation which colleges and
universities have too seldom provided.
^
It was further pointed out that the principal does
not have a clear or accurate perception of the curriculum
development role expected of him by other members of the
school staff and personnel in the central office, including
that of the superintendent.
Cooperative curriculum development involving group
decision-making was the theme of Saylor and Alexander's
book. Planning Curriculum for Schools . Nevertheless, the
authors asserted that, "A critical requirement for effec-
tive curriculum planning at the individual school center
is strong leadership. " They mentioned the principal as
a possible leader in that endeavor.
This viewpoint was affirmed at the end of that same
chapter
:
^Ronald C. Doll, Curriculum Improvement, Decision
Making and Process, 3rd ed. (Boston : Allyn and Bacon, Inc.,
1974), p. 273.
^J. Galen Saylor and William M. Alexander, Planning
Curriculum for Schools (New York: Holt, Rinehart and
1974)
,
"p. 96.Winston, Inc.
,
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In closing this chapter on roles and processes, we
cannot emphasize too strongly the all-important roles
of the curriculum leader of the school district and
the principal of the individual school. These persons
in particular must be inventive and visionary and able
to articulate their visions to lead their colleagues
and communities to evaluate and try out new ideas and
innovations.
1
In 1974, Hansen was looking for a "new breed of
administrator" who would be able to find a way to return
to what he felt should be the primary administrative role--
"the improvement of the instructional process and the inno-
vation of curricular experience. . . . The leader of this
innovation will not be just a manager or business executive,
but a curriculum designer and an instructional facilitator."
The enterprising administrator, free from
inhibitions and intimidations, would launch his
school in a program of change. The instructional
staff could be sensitized to the developmental
stages and learning processes of the child. New
programs would be implemented when the staff is
qualified and receptive, when the programs serve the
objectives and goals of the community and the
students, and when the facilitation of the program
provides experiences adapted to the school's
philosophical position. In-service will sharpen
the abilities of the teachers.^
^Ibid.
,
p. 100
.
2
J. Merrell Hansen, "Instructional Obsolescence:
How Not to Keep Up With the Joneses!," Curriculum: Quest
for Relevance
,
2nd ed., William VanTil, ed. (Boston
:
Houghton-Mif f lin Company, 1974), p. 312.
^Ibid.
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Hans6n s©©ins to b© utilizing th© Tyl©r rational©
for sotting curriculum development tasks when he adds:
By identifying objectives reflecting today's
problems, providing experiences relating to those
objectives, sequencing these experiences into a
meaningful relationship, and evaluating in terms
of those objectives, the educator uses rationality
instead of impetuous judgment.!
Tankard provided a broad overview of the leadership
role of the administrator in the curriculum improvement
process and identified the various components of the
process
.
He stated that:
The administrator must be willing to assume
this leadership responsibility, delegating it in
varying degrees depending upon the size of the
project, the number of staff members involved,
resources available, and other local conditions.
Under no circumstances can he, or should he,
dodge the responsibility for making the final
decisions regarding the "what, when, how, how
much, and by whom for whom" of instructional changes
and improvements. His own support of the project
must be active and visible to all if optimum success
is to be obtained.
2
Tanner and Tanner believed that the school principal
has a role in curriculum decision-making at the building
level. They suggested that he is the "curriculum director"
of his school. However, they alleged that a school prin-
cipal is not too successful in that role, for a variety of
^Ibid.
,
p. 313
.
2Tankard, p. 41.
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reasons: (1) he does not have time, (2) he suggests few
curriculum changes, (3) he does not plan ahead carefully
for curriculum change, and (4) he may follow the latest
trends .
^
Tanner and Tanner agreed with Babcock that the prin-
cipals, who may not be prepared to be instructional
leaders, but who have the responsibility thrust upon them
should utilize all available curriculum resources and
personnel to help improve the instructional program.^
Writing in 1975, Goodlad again addresses the single
local school as the proper unit for effective educational
change. In so doing he places the school principal among
the other participants within the school, including teachers
and pupils, who hold the responsibility for making construc-
tive changes. However, Goodlad, in this article, does not
assign specific leadership roles to the principal. Rather,
he notes that:
In a no-person-land between the central office and
the teachers stands an uncertain principal who has
no status as a teacher. In many schools, most of
his or her time goes into the management of
disparate projects funded by categorical aid which
often has been requested neither by the principal
nor any of the teachers.^
^Daniel Tanner and Laurel N. Tanner, Curriculum
Development, Theory into Practice (New York: Macmillan
Publishing Co., Inc., 1975), p. 635.
^Ibid.
,
p. 637
.
^John I. Goodlad, "Schools C^ Make a Difference,"
Educational Leadership, November 1975, p. 110.
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The article goes on to describe how the principal and
the teachers could work together to promote educational
change in an appropriate environment.^
Because of demands made upon their time by other
administrative matters, some elementary school principals
do not become involved in school curriculum development,
according to Richard Salzer in Curriculum for the Modern
Elementary School . Nevertheless, he did point out that
"... others in equally demanding situations do seem to
find the time to provide instructional leadership in their
2buildings." This might lead one to believe that there are
other variables than just time v/hich determine the instruc-
tional role played by the principal.
In the same publication, Salzer and Petty teamed up
to write about the sources of instructional leadership.
They stated:
Some influential people in the education profession
now believe that teachers and their representatives
should make all major decisions and that administrators
at the building level ought to be responsible for
putting these into effect. Under such arrangements,
principals would function as executive officers of
^Ibid.
,
pp. 108-117.
^Richard T. Salzer, "The American Elementary School:
Development and Operation," in Curriculum for the Modern
Elementary School, Walter T. Petty , ed^ (Chicago
:
^^Rand
McNally 'College Publishing Company, 1976), pp. 1-22.
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teacher co^ittees and, perhaps, be known as
manager. "
l
The authors discussed the leadership conflicts which
arise among the teachers, the principal, and system-wide
supervisory personnel. Even private citizens and pupils
times participated in the curriculum decision-making
process. Although many elementary school principals have
"all but abandoned any pretense to instructional expertise,"
it was stated that "in nearly all cases a dispute between
principal and a curriculum or instructional staff member
will be resolved in favor of the principal."^
In summarizing their discussion of instructional
leadership in the schools, Salzer and Petty made at least
two points which related to the role of the elementary
principal in curriculum development:
2. In the matter of choosing between a principal
and a teacher committee as the leader, it should
be recognized that committees are not well known
for their capacity to oversee the day-by-day
operations of institutions. In the last analysis
some one person must assume responsibility for
guiding and executing the work of a faculty. It
seems inevitable that the building principal must
be a leader.
Richard T. Salzer and Walter T. Petty, "A Look
Ahead: The Elementary School Beyond the 1970 's," in
Curriculum for the Modern Elementary School , Walter T.
Petty, ed. (Chicago: Rand McNally College Publishing
Company, 1976), pp. 387-396.
^Ibid.
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3. To agree that the principal should lead does not
confer the ability to do so. In a large number of
cases, principals are appointed for reasons that
have little to do with their understanding of
children or educational programs. If teachers are
to acknowledge principals as instructional experts
school administrators and those who work with them
will have to take steps to improve the selection
and education of school principals.
1
Ediger's handbook about the: elementary school curric-
ulum was filled with long lists of tasks related to curric-
ulum development, many of which were the responsibility of
the elementary principal. Suggestions for planning and
conducting workshops and faculty meetings associated with
in-service education comprised part of his assigned respon-
sibility for curriculum improvement. The author believed
that the faculty should have a part in determining workshop
themes, agenda, resources, participant involvement, objec-
tives or goals, need and role of consultants, conclusions
and follow-up.^
Besides in-service education for faculty members, the
principal was designated the task of informing the public
about the implementation of curriculum innovation. Approach-
es suggested included informal talks with parents, faculty
presentations, radio and television programs, and newspaper
^Ibid
. ,
p. 392
.
^Marlow Ediger, The Elementary Curriculum—A Handbook
(Kirksville, Mo.; Sampson Publishing Company, 1977),
p . 126 .
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articles
.
Jones argued that the primary role of the elementary
school principal is an administrative one which concerns
itself with the management of the school, while the teachers
classified as managers of the instructional program.
However, she contended that "the only reason for the exist-
ence of the administrative organization is to make the
instructional program work."^
She further added:
The professional staff may be designated as
administrators, other professional workers, and
fellow teachers. Each has a unique role to play
in making the curriculum work for children.
2
In 1977, McNeil found the leadership role of the
principal in curriculum development to be less than that
set forth in most formal job descriptions. Although most
writers designated the principal, the local administrator
of the individual school, as the logical leader of curric-
ulum development, McNeil believed that "principals lack
the technical skills for curriculum-making and refinement
3
of their roles."
^Daisy Marvel Jones, Curriculum Targets in the
Elementary School (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-
Hall, 1977)
,
p. 72.
^Ibid.
,
p. 102
.
^McNeil, p. 264.
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The confusion in the role of the principal was
further illustrated by McNeil when he expressed the
observation
:
The role of the principal in curriculum-making
is not settled. Some people think that the principal
should initiate curriculum change. Others believe
that principals can be more effective and influ-
ential by implementing curriculum decisions already
made. One would expect principals working in
centralized school systems, as opposed to those in
decentralized systems, to be more likely to accept
the latter role. To date, however, this has not
been shown.
1
He tried to explain this dichotomy as follows:
The reason for this conflicting assessment of the
principal is that the older studies were referring
to the legal authority of the principalship as a
power in effecting change. The newer view is
attending to the principals' lack of expertise,
which impedes their ability to make wise decisions
about curriculum.^
Also in 1977, Shuster and Ploghoft published the
third edition of The Emerging Elementary Curriculum
,
which
generally noted the responsibility of administrators for
curriculum improvement, and more specifically the role of
the principal. Despite the fact that the authors held to
the belief that the classroom teacher is the key participant
in the curriculum development process, important respon-
sibilities were designated for the administrator. Those
receiving priority were support for teachers' efforts,
sharing in curriculum initiation, clarification of group
goals and limitations, and identification of objectives for
^Ibid.
,
pp. 263-264. Ibid., p. 264.
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the lay public. Shuster and Ploghoft sununarily declared:
The administrator, then, is charged with the
responsibility of seeing that these processes are
continuous and that teachers, supervisors and
administrators are actively involved in securing
data, providing for input from many sources, evalu-
ating the information and making decisions of a
professional nature concerning curriculum designs.
Referring in particular to the role of the
elementary school principal, the authors stressed the
leadership function and remarked,
. .as the principal
leads the teaching staff in curriculum improvement, he or
2
she seeks to help each to grow in the process."
Finally, it was noted that:
Before the principal involves the staff too deeply
in curriculum improvement, he or she must be cognizant
of the limitations placed upon him or her by the
central administrative staff. These people should be
utilized as resource personnel, but the principal must
also have their support in order that proposed changes
in curriculum will not be hampered and thus cause
teacher morale to be lowered. 3
In his January 1978 article entitled "Educational
Leadership: Toward the Third Era," Goodlad decries the
move away from educational leadership centered around in-
struction toward scientific management in school administra-
tion. However, he looks forward to a new era in which
^Albert H. Shuster and Milton E. Ploghoft, The
Emerging Elementary Curriculum , 3rd ed. (Columbus, Oh.:
Charles E. Merrill Publishing Co., 1977), p. 472.
^Ibid.
,
p. 473. ^Ibid.
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school administrators will be effectively prepared and
given the opportunity to center again their attention on
the instructional program.
In developing this theme, Goodlad stresses the
importance of the individual school and the role of the
principal. He comments:
The principal occupies strangely nebulous, ill-
defined territory, somewhere between the district
office and individual classes.^
He is quick to add:
But to become effective, his or her role as leader
must not be vaguely defined or ambiguous. He or
she must be given responsibility for developing a
sound, onsite educational program, provided with
opportunities to learn the necessary leadership
behavior and be held accountable.^
Writing for the Phi Delta Kappan in January of 1979,
Goodlad covered what he viewed as the major problems in
American schools and schooling and set forth some sugges-
tions for improvement. Not the least of these highlighted
the role of the principal in instructional improvement.
Goodlad 's description of the principal's role did not con-
sist of lists of activities or tasks to be performed.
Rather, he writes of "values, dedication and strength" and
^John I. Goodlad, "Educational Leadership: Toward
the Third Era," Educational Leadership , January 1978, p.
327.
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"personal worth and potency."^
Some of the statements made by Goodlad in the
article which apply to his view of the principal as an
instructional leader and thus help to reveal his role in
school and curriculum development are as follows:
The principal is central to the attainment of
the kind of school implied. She or he, far more
than any other person, shapes and articulates the
prevailing ambiance and creates a sense of mission. . .
... A significant part of the budget—the
discretionary part— is built from the bottom up, with
each school principal bringing forward plans projected
several years into the future, plans developed
collaboratively at the site level. . . .
. . . Again, however, the principal plays a key
role in providing the support, encouragement and
resources required--the very conditions he or she
requires for effective performance as a principal.
Basic to the principal's role in instructional
improvement are at least two major kinds of under-
standing. First, the criterion of accountability
for the principal is development of a comprehensive
educational program—one that does not shift from
one emphasis to another, neglecting the arts when
"back to basics" is the popular slogan and stressing
responsible citizenship only in time of national
crisis. Second, the principal purges from his view
of instruction any and all commitments to panaceas
and simple solutions. . . .
. . . For principals, there is a certain
stultifying protection in the ambiguity of the role.
Being caught up in the demands of the district office
and the routines of management, most of which could
be done better and less expensively by someone else,
the principal has no time for the development of
programs and people within the school. ^
It is interesting to note that an educator of the
stature of John Goodlad would devote so much of his
^John I. Goodlad, "Can Our Schools Get
p. 346.
^Ibid., pp . 346-347.
Better?"
,
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attention to the role of the principal in curriculum develop-
ment when addressing his concerns about American schools
in general.
Summary
. The preceding section was a review of selected
literature in the field of curriculum development which
contributed in part to a description of the role of the
elementary school principal in the curriculum development
process. The writings were reviewed chronologically in
order to help build an historical foundation for the
present study, and to attempt to discover any changes or
trends in the thinking of some of the leaders in curriculum
development. This part of the review of literature also
provided direction and material resources for the develop-
ment of the research instrument used in the current study.
In summary, most of the authors reviewed in this
section agreed that the elementary school principal, as
the educational leader of the individual school, was an
extremely important link in the curriculum development
chain. ^ Most thought that the elementary school principal,
as the person between the teachers and the central office.
^M. Frances Klein, "Tyler and Goodlad Speak on
American Education: A Critique," Educational Leadership 33
(May 1976) :565-570; Goodlad, "Educational Leadership," pp.
329-330; Goodlad, "Schools Can Make a Difference," p. 110;
Pritzkan, p. 8; Oliver, pp. 441-442; Caswell et , p. 77;
McNally and Passow, p. 43; Ragan and Shepherd, p. 230.
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should coordinate the activities of all of the other
members of the curriculum development team,^ and facili-
tate local curriculum development efforts by providing a
democratic school climate which would encourage improve—
ment of the school program. In this way, most of the
writers believed that the elementary school principal would
best carry out a leadership role in curriculum development.
More specifically, role designations discussed in this
section of chapter 2 include those labeled instructional
3 4 5
or educational leader, coordinator, initiator, facili-
6 7tator, and evaluator.
^Hicks et al.
,
p. 6; Anderson, Principles and
Procedures
,
p. 24; Rucker, pp. 363-367; Bobbitt, How to Make
a Curriculum
,
p. 280; Oliver, pp. 442-448; McNally and
Passow, pp. 55-56; Goodlad, "Schools Can Make a Difference,"
pp. 108-117; Inlow, pp. 36-37; Pritzkan, pp. 9-11.
2McNally and Passow, p. 57; Lippett, p. 25; Beck,
Cook and Kearney, p. 350; Cay, pp. 40-41.
Hansen, pp. 312-313; Anderson, Curriculum Guidelines ,
p. 5; Doll, p. 273; Goodlad, "Educational Leadership,"
p. 324; Ragan and Shepherd, pp. 213-215, 230; Saylor and
Alexander, p. 96; Miel, p. 173.
^Bobbitt, How to Make a Curriculum , p. 280; Wood,
pp. 429-493; Oliver, p. 448; Miel, p. 129; Rucker, p. 367;
McNally and Passow, p. 55.
^Pritzkan, p. 16; Oliver, p. 448, Lippett, pp. 24-
25.
^Fleming, p. 642; Hansen, p.
Hicks / P- Jones, p. 72.
n
Hansen, p. 313.
312; Oliver, p. 448;
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curriculum development activities listed
under the above role designations, and others, and
proposed by several of the curriculum specialists reviewed
in this section, are as follows:
1) Assist and encourage teachers in curriculum
development^
2 ) Develop objectives for curriculum
3) Inform the parents and community about the
curriculum^
4) Develop in-service programs for curriculum
4development
5) Evaluate the curriculum^
6) Organize curriculum committees
7) Provide materials and other resources for
7
curriculum development
^Morley, p. 83; Cay, pp. 40-41; Inlow, pp. 36-37;
Pritzkan, pp. 9-11.
2Hansen, pp; 312-313.
^Caswell et ^. , p. 126; Morley, p. 83; Ediger,
p. 127; Oliver, p. 447, Shuster and Ploghoft, pp. 472-473.
^Ediger, p. 126; Anderson, Curriculum Guidelines ,
p. 50; Oliver, pp. 51-52; Hansen, p. 312.
5Hansen, p. 313.
^Caswell ^ a^. , p. 127.
"^Goodlad, "Can Our Schools Get Better?", pp. 346-347 ;
Caswell ^ al. , p. 127; McNally and Passow, pp.
43-45;
Krug, p. 91.
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8) Encourage public participation in curriculum
development^
There did not appear to be any major changes or
trends in the thinking of curriculum specialists during
the past five decades as to the ideal role in curriculum
development which they believed the elementary principal
should have. However, their statements about the actual
curriculum development role indicated that there may be
an increase in the principal's role conflicts caused by
deterrents such as time restrictions and lack of suffi-
2
cient and appropriate educational background. This
conclusion regarding the role of the elementary school
principal will be corroborated through the review of
research which is found in the next section of this
chapter.
^Krug, p. 92; Rucker, p. 368; Oliver, p. 447;
McNally and Passow, p. 56.
^McNeil, p. 264; Walter T. Petty, ed. , Curriculum
for the Modern Elementary School (Chicago: Rand McNally
Publishing Company, 1976), pp. 13, 391; Doll, p. 273;
Kyte, p. 153; Tanner and Tanner, p. 635.
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^view of Findings of Previous Research Concerning
the Role of Elementary School Principals in
Curriculum Development
Research studies from 1953 to 1979, including
dissertation studies, are presented in this section of
chapter 2. All of the research studies reviewed here
serve to describe the curriculum development role of the
elementary school principal, as have the first and second
sections of this chapter. To a greater extent than either
of the earlier sections, this review of previous research
provides a substantive foundation for the present study,
including suggestions used by this investigator in order
to develop appropriate procedures and methodology, as well
as specific items for the present research instruments.
Although each of the previous research studies con-
tains basic differences, each contributed in part to the
total makeup of the present research study as described in
chapter 3. As will be noted in the following review, most
of the past research studies were very limited in their
geographic and sociological scope, and therefore limited
in the application of their findings to the total popula-
tion of elementary school principals.
The 1953 study by Petersen involved thirty-three
California schools, selected because they were reputed to
be outstanding in the category of curriculum development.
Despite the fact that these schools were known for their
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achievements in curriculum, Petersen found serious gaps be-
tween what selected authorities in the fields of curriculum
development and school administration advocated and what was
taking place in practice.
Most of the data was collected through interviews
and on-the-spot observations with the principals, teachers
and other staff members. The ideal role of the principal in
curriculum development was obtained through a review of
relevant literature in the related fields of curriculum and
school administration. Observed practice was then compared
to the alleged ideal role, resulting in the following find-
ings :
1. What is the relative importance of the building
principal in curriculum planning and development?
The authors stressed the importance of the
individual school and the individual principal in
curriculum planning and development. They stressed
the instructional leadership function of the prin-
cipal, and the desirability of the individual school's
becoming the center for curriculum planning and
development. The data showed that in practice most of
the principals relied upon members of the central office
staff for instructional leadership. Most of the
schools visited did not have the autonomy necessary to
be centers for curriculum work. ... A considerable gap
between theory and practice was noted in the matter
of the importance of the building principal in curric-
ulum development.
2. What is the role of the principal in selecting
and initiating curriculum projects?
The authors agreed that the selection and initi-
ation of curriculum projects or areas of emphasis by
a school staff should be based on a study and analysis
of the capacities, needs, and interests of the
children in a particular school, the nature of the
local community and its influence upon the children
^
living in it, and what it is that the school is trying
to do for the children and for the community. It is
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important, also, according to the authors, thatinitial activity be based on those questions or
problems which are of real concern to teachers. Inpractice, curriculum projects were generally neither
selected nor initiated as a result of such comprehen-
sive study at the local school level. In most dis-
projects were selected and sometimes initiated
at the district level. When initiating projects at
the local school level, the principals commonly
reported that they did seize upon the questions and
problems that were of real concern to members of
their staffs. A gap between theory and practice in
the role of the principal in the selection and in-
itiating of curriculum projects is apparent in that
the principals generally did not assume leadership in
what might be termed a "grass roots" approach to
curriculum development through study sessions with
their staffs. There was, apparently, much less of a
gap between theory and practice in the matter of the
principal's initiating a curriculum project with the
questions and problems of real concern to teachers.
3. What is the role of the principal in providing
materials of instruction and necessary facilities?
In the judgment of the authors, what happens in
curriculum development in a particular school is
largely dependent upon the way in which the principal
exercises his role in providing materials and
facilities. In order to exercise this role properly,
the principal should, in the judgment of the authors,
know the materials available and should know how and
why they are used. Because of the wide variations in
practice, it was difficult to compare the role of the
principal in providing materials and facilities in
theory and in practice. Generally, the data showed,
however, that there were gaps between theory and
practice in that the principals, as a group, did not
seem to have as complete knowledge of materials as
the authors recommended, and did not seem to utilize
as fully as the authors recommended the facilities
available in the schools for providing learning
experiences for children.
4. What is the role of the principal in implement-
ing the work of teachers as they endeavor to develop
the curriculum?
Various aspects of the role of the principal in
implementing the work of teachers were examined in
theory and in practice. These were: (1) providing
materials and facilities (described above) , (2) pro-
viding time for teachers to work on curriculum
projects, (3) developing wholesome group atmosphere,
133
(4) providing opportunities for teachers with common
problems and interests to meet together and to share
ideas, (5) providing opportunity for intra- and
inter-school visits, (6) providing workshop exoeriences,
(7) coordinating services, (8) visiting classes,
(9) conferring with teachers, (10) helping teachers
take advantage of in-service training opportunities,
(11) setting up study groups, and (12) developing the
principal's own competence in a particular area. . . .
With regard to providing time for teachers to work on
curriculum projects the strongest recommendation made
by the authors, the extension of the period of employment
of teachers by at least one month, had not been adopted
in practice. When one compares theory and practice in
the matter of developing wholesome group atmosphere, he
finds an unusual contribution in practice. A close
relationship between theory and practice was observed
in the matter of providing opportunities for teachers
with common problems and interests to meet together
and share ideas and show materials. Such opportunities
were provided within the limitations of the time
available. Slight treatment in practice was noted when
one compared theory and practice in providing opportun-
ity for intra- and inter-school visits in that these
visits were generally limited, in practice, to new or
inexperienced teachers or to those teachers who
encountered serious difficulties. A considerable gap
was noted between theory and practice when one compared
the extensive summer workshop program recommended by the
authors with the somewhat limited program found in the
schools and districts visited. Practice was found to
be consistent with theory in relation to the role of
the principal as a coordinator of services. With regard
to classroom visits and post-visitation conferences,
practice was sometimes consistent with theory and some-
times quite the contrary. The common practice of
using these techniques for teacher evaluation purposes
detracted, in the opinion of the writer, from their
value as implementing devices for curriculum develop-
ment. The data showed a close relationship between
theory and practice in the matter of helping teachers
take advantage of in-service training opportunities
.
As indicated earlier it was not common practice for
the principal to set up study groups; hence a gap
between theory and practice was noted in this
activity. Most of the principals reported that they
were, in one manner or another, attempting to develop
their own competence in a particular area.
^
Theory and
practice were, therefore, consistent in this matter.
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dependent upon decision-making responsibility and author-
ity being placed at the individual school level.
Jensen and his associates wrote about the elementary
school principal as a leader in curriculum development who
provides for maximum participation of the staff and seeks
their cooperation in instructional improvement. In this
type of situation the authors advocated that the staff
should help to determine what the role of principal will
be. The authors agreed that this philosophy of education-
al administration is idealistic and presented it as such.
They acknowledged that it may be an extreme departure from
the traditional supervisory role of the principal.
In presenting their view of the role expectations
for the elementary principal they included nine areas of
responsibility
;
In the field of curriculum development
,
the
principal (1) knows and accepts the existing
educational philosophy of the system in which he
works, (2) sees that his school offers the
curriculum appropriate to the needs of the pupils
and the community, (3) makes full use of staff
resources in the improvement of curriculum (uses
"expert" teachers in curriculum making)
, (4) provides
leadership in continuous curriculum evaluation and
improvement by (a) knowing source materials for
curriculum building and (b) making use of tests and
measurements in evaluating the instructional program,
(5) provides the leadership and organization through
which his faculty is encouraged to take the initia-
tive in and to participate in curriculum endeavors,
while at the same time fostering an experimental
approach in curriculum building, (6) provides the
leadership and organization through which his staff
members are encouraged to participate in in-service
education programs which keep them abreast of
curriculum trends, (7) provides the leadership and
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To suiranarize the comparisons between theory and
practice in these twelve aspects of the role of the
principal in implementing the work of the teacher,
in one aspect there was an unusual contribution in
practice, in four aspects there was consistency between
theory and practice, and in seven aspects there were
gaps between theory and practice.
5. What is the role of the principal in helping to
adapt the curriculum to the needs of atypical children?
The consensus of the authors was that the principal
should first identify such children and then work
closely with teachers, consultants and others in meeting
the special needs of these children. It was the
opinion of the authors that the problem of meeting the
needs of these children was essentially a curriculum
problem. The data showed that the principals were,
with the assistance of guidance people, identifying
atypical children in their schools. In only two
instances, however, did the principals report that they
were actively engaged in study and experimentation in
the curriculum for atypical children. It was necessary,
therefore, to report slight treatment in practice in
comparing theory and practice in this aspect of
the role of the principal in curriculum development.
6. What is the role of the principal in working
with the central staff on curriculum planning and
development?
Extracts from the literature indicated that the
role of the principal in his relationship with the
central office was one of working cooperatively on
endeavors of joint concern and at the same time one of
safeguarding the freedom of action of his staff as it
tried to provide the learning activities best adapted
to the needs of the children by the particular school.
In practice, the role taken by the principals was
certainly one of working cooperatively on endeavors
of joint concern.
1
As Petersen had done six years earlier. Clary in 1959
investigated the role of the elementary school principal in
light of the criteria set forth by authors who had written
about the principles of curriculum development. Clary's
^Clarence Eugene Petersen, "The Role of the
Principal in Curriculum Development," Ed.D. dissertation,
Stanford University, 1953, pp. 180-186.
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study involved 413 elementary school principals in the
state of Indiana. Questionnaires and interviews were used
to collect the data about the actual practice of the
elementary principals in curriculum development. The
results indicated the extent of their involvement in
these activities.
Clary's conclusions were grouped under 15 headings
which categorized the curriculum development activities
as follows:
Assistance in curriculum development . . . .
The elementary principal has a clear respon-
sibility for giving day-to-day leadership in curricu-
lum improvement.
2. An elementary supervisor is commonly the only
co-worker of the principal concerned with leadership
in curriculum improvement.
3. Only a few school systems are providing suf-
ficient personnel to give assistance in curriculum
leadership to the elementary school principal.
Activities improving quality of children's
experiences . . . .
n Principals are making efforts to provide flex-
ibility in the scheduling of classes and activities.
2. Principals place a great amount of emphasis on
developing system-wide or school-wide policies
concerning the instructional program.
3. Principals are encouraging pupil-teacher
planning
.
Activities utilizing knowledge of the learner . . . .
Y". Principals place great value on parent-teacher
conferences
.
2. Principals believe it is most desirable to look
carefully at cases of maladjusted children.
3. Principals are encouraging teachers to join
professional groups which are interested in child
growth and development.
Activities based on the nature of learning . . . .
Providing a variety of materials in each class-
room is an effective way to provide for various levels
of learning.
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2. A rich environment for learning is considered
essential to bring about effective learning.
3. Attempts are being made to adjust learning
tasks to the child's level of maturity and readiness.
Activities of evaluation
. . . .
Principals place value on making constructive
use of teacher suggestions about the instructional
program.
2. Studying school practices of reporting to
parents occupies considerable attention of the school
staff
.
3. Considerable emphasis is placed on working with
the staff in a continuous evaluation of the curriculum
improvement program.
Activities consistent with democratic values . . . .
l"^^ Promoting better human relations among the
staff is one of the most important functions which
the principal may perform.
2. Principals are willing to discuss with teachers
their personal and professional problems.
3. Principals are making efforts to analyze and
weigh their own actions in terms of a democratic
philosophy.
Activities of shared leadership . . . .
1. Principals desire to foster the improvement
of working relationships among the staff.
2. Principals are recognizing the progress achieved
by individual teachers.
3. Delegating responsibilities to members of the
staff is considered by principals to be an effective
administrative device.
4. Principals make efforts to develop the "we"
relationship in the school family.
5. Helping others assume leadership in various
phases of the school program is considered an effective
means for improving the curriculum.
Activities for wide participation . . . .
1. Principals place great emphasis on providing
opportunities for parents and community to visit
schools
.
2. Meeting with PTA and other lay groups offers
the principals the opportunity to involve citizens in
appraising the curriculum.
3. Principals give much attention to the educa-
tional problems presented by parents.
4 . Principals are v7orking with teachers on in-
structional problems.
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Activities for professional growth . . . .
1. Principals believe it is desirable to read
professional materials in order to keep abreast of
research and curriculum theory.
2. Principals are attempting to make available to
teachers the findings of educational research.
3. Little use is being made of consultants who
might assist in planning workshops concerning curricu-
lum improvements.
Activities regarding functional organization
. . . .
1. Principals are not always achieving the goal of
full participation of the total staff in curriculum
study.
2. Efforts to eliminate red tape which hinders
proposed curriculum improvements are often unsatis-
factory and ineffective.
3 . Serving on system-wide or school curriculum
committees is considered a helpful means to bring
about curriculum improvement.
Activities to develop goals . . . .
1. Considerable emphasis is being placed on
exploring the unique goals of the particular school.
2. Principals encourage the staff to discuss the
purposes and goals of education.
3. Few schools give attention to writing a
philosophy of education.
Activities to develop resources . . . .
1. Principals consider it most desirable to promote
school use of community resources.
2. Few schools are operating a curriculum mater-
ials center.
3. Principals are seldom involved in writing
courses of study of curriculum guides.
Activities for communication . . . .
1. Principals are involved to a great extent in
orienting new teachers.
2. Principals frequently listen to the professional
problems of individuals.
3. Interpreting the educational program to the
general public is considered to be an important
function of the principal.
Activities for creativity > experimentation, and
research . ...
1. Very few principals are doing any professional
writing or research.
2. Teachers are seldom encouraged to write
articles for professional periodicals.
3. Principals give little attention to working
with teachers on classroom practices of an experiment-
al nature.
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Desire of principals for work in curriculum
improvement . . . .
1. Generally speaking, principals feel that
involvement in curriculum work is a vital responsibil-
ity of the principal.
2. Principals desire more involvement in
curriculum study and improvement .
^
Seymour's study in 1963 described and compared the
ideal and actual curriculum role conceptions of twenty-five
elementary school principals in southern Illinois, and the
conceptions of the principals' curriculum role of 202
teachers from their various schools. For the purpose of
comparison, a description of the role of the elementary
school principal in curriculum development was compiled
from related literature containing the writings of author-
ities in the fields of school administration and curriculum
development. This role description was then used to develop
the questionnaire administered to both principals and
teachers. The role of the principal as described by
Seymour's review of the literature was divided into seven
categories
:
The Seven Categories and Role Descriptions
Category I (Role of the Principal in Administration
and Organization of Curriculum Study)
The ideal principal role with respect to prepara-
tion for and carrying out a curriculum study is one of
^William Max Clary, "A Study of the Role of the
Principal in Coordinating Curriculum Improvement in the
Elementary Schools of Indiana," Ed.D. dissertation,
Indiana University, 1959, pp. 123-130.
140
stimulator and partner of the teaching staff.
Category II (Role of the Principal in Building anEnvironment for Curriculum Work)
The most desirable role of a principal in building
an environment which would foster evaluation and
modification of the curriculum is one of an understand-ing and accepting leader.
Category III (Role of the Principal as Participant
in Curriculum Study Groups)
The ideal role of the principal as a participant
in curriculum study is one of a fellow worker not as the
director of the curriculum group.
Category IV (Role of Principal as Coordinator of
Curriculum Study)
Ideally the principal's role should be to determine
the curriculum interests, desires, and activities of
sll groups and individuals affected by potential
curriculum changes and to provide for the flow of
pertinent information between them.
Cateogry V (Role of the Principal in Initiation
of Curriculum Study)
Ideally, by virtue of his position, the principal
should lead others who look to him for guidance to see
the need for curriculum changes required by a changing
culture
.
Category VI (Role of the Principal in Selection and
Procurement of Materials and Facilities)
The ideal principal role in selection or procure-
ment of resources for curriculum development or imple-
mentation is twofold. Initially, he must anticipate
need for work space, consultants, curriculum references,
review of legal requirements, and similar items.
Secondly, he should cooperate with other members of the
group in determining specific requirements revealed as
work progresses.
Category VII (Role of the Principal in Curriculum
In-Service Education)
Stimulation of interest and desire for an In-
Service program related to curriculum development is
the best principal role. The force of his own
example is closely tied in with this role. Attendance
at appropriate professional conferences and enrollment
in college courses to keep abreast of trends and re-
search illustrate ways this is to be done.
Harry Seymour, Jr., "A Study of Ideal and Actual
Curriculum Role Conceptions of Selected Elementary School
Principals from Southern Illinois," Ph.D. dissertation.
Southern Illinois University, 1963, pp. 59-60.
141
Th0 ideal and actual role conceptions of the
principals and teachers generally agreed with the role
description compiled from the related literatures
This role could be summarized as democratic-
P^^ticipating-leader ship. The most indispensable
function of the principal in such a role is to
stimulate, facilitate and coordinate the
efforts of all who would participate in curriculum
improvement .
1
The major conclusions of Seymour's study, based on
his reported data for full-time principals, were as
follows
:
1. Principals of this study conceive their ideal
curriculum role to be one of a democratic-
participating-leader .
2. Principals of this study conceive their actual
curriculum role to be most nearly like the one
they view as ideal .
3. Teachers, in the schools visited, generally agree
with the actual role conceptions of their
principals
.
4 . Principals generally believe that improvement of
their actual role is needed.
5. Most of the biographical and situational factors
enumerated in this study seemingly have little
impact on the ideal and actual curriculum role
conceptions held by the participating prin-
cipals. . . .2
In 1968 the Department of Elementary School Prin-
cipals of the National Education Association published
its fourth comprehensive survey of the elementary school
principalship. Similar reports had been made in 1928,
^Ibid.
,
p. 125
.
^Ibid
. ,
p . 129
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1948, and 1958. Where possible, comparisons were made
between the 1958 and 1968 surveys in order to show changes
and trends in the roles of the elementary school principals.
A review of the 1978 study, presented later in this section,
will show even greater differences in the principal's po-
sition .
The 1968 survey contained specific questions pertain-
ing to the role of the elementary principal in curriculum
development, whereas in 1958 the term "program development"
was included under the definition of supervision. The
survey also made a distinction between teaching and super-
vising principals. Fifteen percent of the principals were
teaching principals in 1968. As would be expected, these
principals had less time to devote to supervision and
development of the school program. Table 1 (table 37 of
1968 NEA study on the following page) presents the data
which relates to the time principals spent on curriculum de-
velopment. An explanation of the data and a comparison with
the 1958 survey was reported as follows:
Table 37 shows the percent of the typical
workweek given by principals to curriculum
development, committees on course of study, and
related activities. Among the total sample the
mean percent was 7 percent (mean including none)
;
the median among these giving a definite proportion
of time to this phase was 10 percent (median excluding
none) .
In the 1958 survey the mean percent of time
given by teaching principals to program development
w’as 2 percent; the mean for 1968 , as shown in
Table 37, is also 2 percent. Supervising principals
gave 6 percent (mean) of their workweek to program
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development in 1958; the comparable percent forthe present study is 7 percent.
The majority of principals, as shown in
Table 37, fell at the 1—19 percent level.
^
Another part of the 1968 study described the
elementary principal's role in "shaping the curriculum."
That part of the study was reported as stated below and
in table 2 (table 64 of the 1968 NEA study)
;
Shaping the curriculum
. Those receiving the
questionnaire were offered three descriptive state-
ments and asked to indicate the one that best
described their individual roles in shaping the
curriculum and the general program of the school.
Table 64 gives the summary of replies.
The three choices for consideration by
respondents were:
a) I follow closely the program of the school
system without specifically trying to
influence its development. (Identified
in the text and Table 64 as "Follow closely.")
b) I follow closely the program of the school
system but exert some influence upon developing
the educational program. (Identified in the text
and Table 64 as "Some influence.")
c) Classroom teachers, principals, and resource
persons plan and develop the content of the
studies for the school system. The teachers
and I modify and adapt the general plan in
terms of our school needs. (Identified in the
text and Table 64 as "Modify and adapt.")
More than half of the total sample believe that
they have a responsibility to "modify and adapt"
the general school system's curriculum program working
in cooperation with the teachers of their schools.
Supervising principals are more likely to feel this
responsibility than are teaching principals, yet nearly
^N.E.A., The Elementary School Principalship in
1968... A Research Study (Washington , D . C . : Department of
Elementary School Principals, N.E.A., 1968), p. 48.
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41 percent of the latter recognized that to
"modify and adapt" the school system's program to
their individual schools was a function of their
positions. (The comparable percent in 1958 for
teaching principals was 39 percent.) . . .
Although the question of the principal's role
in curriculum development was worded somewhat
^iffsi^sntly in the 1958 survey, certain general
comparisons can be made : in 1958 the cooperative
"modify and adapt" procedure was reported by
62 percent of the supervising principals (in 1968,
57.2 percent); in 1958 the "some influence" function
was reported by 29 percent of the supervising
principals (in 1968, 39.1 percent); and in 1958 the
generally "follow closely" function was reported by
9 percent (in 1968, 3.7 percent). The general
conclusion, and only a general conclusion can be
drawn, is that the principal's role in shaping the
curriculum is essentially the same in 1968 as it was
in 1958.1
The results of the 1968 N.E.A. survey of the ele-
mentary school principal indicated that most of the prin-
cipals responding believed that they had a role in the
development of the school program. That role seemed to be
a cooperative one where the principal acts to coordinate
efforts in curriculum development. The survey report con-
cluded that "He may be less of an administrator in the old
sense of commanding officer and more of a group leader who
necessarily must share both with teachers and resource
personnel goal-determination, policy-making, and the
2
shaping of the curriculum."
^Ibid., pp. 79-80.
^ Ibid
. ,
p . 150
.
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Also in 1968 Ainsworth reported on the results of a
much more limited study of the duties of elementary prin-
cipals in Texas which was conducted by the Research
Committee of the Texas Elementary Principals and Super-
visors Association. The study was designed to determine
the "degree of importance" and the "frequency of perform-
ance" of each of eighty-three duties deemed appropriate to
the elementary school principalship by a previous study of
job descriptions, principal's handbooks, and professional
literature. A questionnaire was administered to 137
elementary school principals who attended a 1965 summer
workshop of the Texas Elementary Principals and Super-
visors Association.
Two questions under the general category entitled
"Education Program" related to the curriculum development
role ;
. . .
do you, as a principal,
1. Develop a continuous and coordinated program
of professional experiences through inservice
training and/or by providing group studies? . . .
3. Actively engage in continuous curriculum
devlopment. This involves planning and adapting
curriculum to the needs of the children?
Seventy-nine percent of the principals answered that
they placed more than average or extreme importance on
^C. L. Ainsworth, "Duties of the Elementary School
Principal," Selected Articles for Elemenrary School
Principals (Washington, D.C.: Department of Elementary
School Principals, National Education Association, 1968)
,
p. 33.
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developing programs of in-service, and 64 percent said
they performed this task sometimes to very frequently.
Forty percent indicated a performance frequency of often
or very frequently.
Ninety percent reported more than average or extreme
importance for curriculum development activities, and
68 percent stated that they actively engaged in continuous
curriculum development often or very frequently. Another 27
percent engaged in curriculum development sometimes. For
the purpose of the study curriculum development was defined
as "planning and adapting curriculum to the needs of the
children . "
^
Fifty elementary school principals and 410 teachers
in the state of Michigan participated in a research study by
Groulx in 1968, in which he sought to determine whether
selected factors would influence the role of the elementary
school principal in curriculum development as perceived by
the principals and teachers. The principal's role was
evaluated and reported according to four stages of curric-
ulum development: developing educational goals, developing
curriculum content, developing teaching procedures, and
developing an evaluation process.
Groulx initially determined the following curriculum
development role from his review of literature:
^Ibid.
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A review of the literature indicated thattheoretically the elementary principal's role in
curriculum development should be one where he
cooperatively develops curriculum. The literature
also pointed out that the elementary principal's
role may be changing due to the addition of specialpersonnel in the area of curriculum and instruction
and the introduction of professional negotiations.
addition stated that the elementary
principal s role in curriculum development is viewed
^iffs^sntly by elementary teachers and elementary
principals.
Finally, from his analysis of the research data he
collected through the use of a questionnaire, he concluded:
1. Whether curriculum supervisors, curriculum co-
ordinators, and directors of instruction are
available in a school system or not makes no dif-
ference in how elementary teachers and elementary
principals perceive how the elementary principal
should function in the curriculum development
process. . . .
2. The strength of professional negotiations in the
area of curriculum did not make a difference in how
elementary teachers and elementary principals
viewed what the role of the elementary principal
should be in curriculum. . . .
3. The generalization that the formal education of
elementary principals and elementary teachers would
have influence on how they perceived what the role
of the elementary principal should be in curriculum
development did not prove to be true. . . .
4. Age, sex, experience, years member of Michigan
Education Association, tenure teacher, size of
school district, region, principal, and teacher
were variables selected to test in relation to the
respondents' selection of role choice items. None
of the selected variables was found to be signifi-
cant. This indicates that the elementary teachers
and elementary principals perceived in a similar
^Harry Joseph Groulx, "Study of the Influence of
Selected Factors in the Elementary School Principal's Role
in Curriculum Development As Perceived by Selected
Elementary School Teachers and Elementary School Principals,"
Ed.D. dissertation, Michigan State University, 1968, p. 69.
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manner what the elementary principal's role should
be in curriculum development without being in-
fluenced by these variables.
5. The size variable did indicate that it was
significant on the first two stages of curriculum
development; however, the selection of the size
of the districts in relation to an overview of role
choice selections did not vary enough to make a
difference as to how the elementary principal should
function in the curriculum development process.
6. The role choices of the elementary principals and
elementary teachers were analyzed in relation to
what role choices the elementary principal should
follow in the first stage of a curriculum develop-
ment process. . . . The choice he should cooperate
with others was chosen by 91.3 per cent of the
population. With the majority of respondents
selecting, the choice he should cooperate with
others item indicates that elementary teachers and
elementary principals perceive that the principal
should be cooperatively involved in developing the
educational goals in the curriculum development
process
.
7 . The second state of the curriculum development
process, developing curriculum experiences, was
analyzed and the percentage under the various role
choice items were similar to the first stage of the
curriculum development process. . . .
8. Stages 3 and 4, developing teaching procedures and
developing an evaluation process, were similar in
percentage breakdown with a large majority of 87.4
per cent to 89.9 per cent of the total population
selecting "he should cooperate with others." . .
9. ... The overall perception of elementary
^
teachers and elementary principals agree with the
theory that the elementary principal's role in
curriculum development should be one where he
cooperatively develops curriculum.
^
Only principals located in school corporations or
districts in the state of Indiana having less than two
thousand students were included in Zaccaria's study of the
perceived role of the elementary school principal in
^Ibid., pp. 73-77.
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curriculum development. Questionnaires were returned
by 136 elementary principals.
From the review of professional literature, Zaccaria
listed seven areas of major concern to the elementary
school principal in curriculum development: Behavior of
/ Effecting Curricular Change, Curricular Develop—
ment and Improvement, Improvement of Instruction, Super-
vision of Instruction, Participation of Lay Citizens, and
In-Service Education.^
The following conclusions were reached after an
analysis of the data:
Elementary school principal conferences with the
faculty on ideas and suggestions of curricular areas
to be studied were a common occurrence in most
schools. Teachers, however, were not provided with
released time to work on academic curricular areas.
There was little support among principals that
released time for teachers to work on curriculum
was a worthwhile practice.
Elementary school principals were seldom involved
in reworking courses of study or curriculum guides.
Many principals questioned the soundness of the
practices since it added very little to the involve-
ment of instruction.
Elementary school principals are serving the
needs of teachers by acting as resource persons in the
classroom
.
There was little indication that principals were
encouraging teachers to make visitations inside or
outside the school in order to observe various teaching
methods. Elementary school principals favored pro-
viding an educational program for the exceptional
child. Conducting weekly visits to classrooms should
1 Zaccaria
,
pp. 99-105.
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enable principals to become better acquainted with
on-going programs being developed in the classroom.
Workshops are an effective means of increasing
the teaching skills of teachers. it should be theprincipal s responsibility to provide the necessary
motivation for in-service workshops.
appears to be a trend toward delegating more
reponsibility for the amelioration of instruction
to the building principal.
The principal is more likely to be effective if
he is perceived as symbolizing the values and
purposes of the teachers he leads.
To be an effective leader, the principal must be
knowledgeable about the range of leadership behavior
available, the primary responsibilities of his forces
influencing his actions. The better the principal
understands those factors, the more accurately he can
determine appropriate leadership behavior.
If teachers perceive that they are influential in
the curriculum decision-making process, this will
increase the likelihood of curriculum implementation.
A cooperative process involving teachers should be
characterized by a concerted effort by principals to
solicit actively and consider seriously the opinions
of classroom teachers.
The elementary school principal placed consider-
able emphasis on working with the staff in a continuous
evaluation of the curriculum development and improve-
ment program. He made arrangements for consultants
and visiting professional speakers to meet with
teachers, sent out curriculum newsletters, provided
up-to-date curriculum files and examined textbook
copies for the teachers' use. He also discussed the
latest educational research in curriculum development
with the staff.
1
Bargman's dissertation reviewed the literature on the
roles of the elementary school principal from 1960 to
1970. Although it covered all facets of the principal's
job, certain elements and trends reported relate directly
to his role in curriculum development as well as to other
^Ibid., pp. 147-149.
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roles he performs. Through his analysis of related lit-
erature and research, Bargman concluded:
1. The role of the elementary principal was
described as that of a coordinator, evaluator,
innovator, and interpreter. The principal is a
strategist who takes particular human and material
components of the community and school and combines
them into a functioning unit.
2. Organization, innovation, and technology
are changing the principal's role to that of a co-
ordinator of teams of staff members working within
sub-systems in the attendance units. The elementary
school principals have to develop sound and viable
participatory techniques at the building level when
the staff is participating in professional negotia-
tions .
3. The elementary school principal cannot hope
to bring about innovative changes without consideration
of the organized forces of the school community.^
Again in his recommendations Bargman reflected the
thinking of others who have done research on this topic:
1. More time is needed by an elementary school
principal for advance planning, constant study of the
curriculum, and the analysis of information gathered
for the evaluation of the instructional program.
2. The elementary school principal, in developing
a program to meet the needs of the local school, must
be prepared to cope with the environmental changes
of a society with a strong social purpose. 2
Corso ' s study dealt with the perceptions of elementary
school principals and teachers concerning the ideal role
behavior of the elementary principal in innovating curricu-
lum. Study data were supplied through questionnaires
^Lyle Keith Bargman, "The Role of the Elementary
School Principal: An Analysis of the Literature and Research
Since 1960," Ed.D. dissertation. The University of Nebraska,
1970, in Dissertation Abstracts , pp. 152-153.
^Ibid
.
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administered to 180 elementary school principals and 198
classroom teachers in the states of Delaware, New Jersey,
and Pennsylvania. The questionnaires contained 40 items
depicting innovating curriculum functions grouped under
five leadership categories: (1) Initiating, (2) Regula-
ting, (3) Informing, (4) Supporting, and (5) Evaluating.
Corso's findings indicated that there was no signifi-
cant degree of consensus of role expectation among prin-
cipals, among teachers, or between teachers and principals.
Moreover, consensus within the five curriculum leadership
categories differed considerably. For the principals
surveyed Initiating and Supporting revealed a high degree
of consensus while Regulating
,
Informing
,
and Evaluating
revealed a low degree of consensus. For the teachers
Regulating
,
Supporting
,
and Evaluating revealed a high de-
gree of consensus while Initiating and Informing revealed
a low degree of consensus.
An analysis of the study data led Corso to conclude;
Although both groups
—
principals and teachers
—
disclosed agreement in the direction toward accepting
the innovative functions as stated in the question-
naire, they lacked significant agreement in their
perceptions in identifying the principal's leadership
role in innovating curriculum. This divergence was
more apt to indicate the intensity of opinion rather
than of direction. In other words, while many
principals saw the functions as obligatory, most
teachers perceived them as desirable. . . .
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principals had significantly moredefinite expectations concerning their role behavior
as innovators than did teachers.
^
Responding to questions presented by Goldhammer and
his associates, in a 1971 study of the elementary school
principal, many principals had serious qualifications about
their role in curriculum development. The study reported:
Many principals observed that the elementary
school curriculum is rapidly being expanded by many
school districts in an effort to prepare elementary
school children for secondary- level programs. Many
offsi^irigs have been added to the elementary curriculum
that require special teachers or at least more
teachers. Principals complained, however, that
additional staff members have not always been provided
and that the regular staff has had to assume the extra
responsibility.
. . .
Curriculum planning and development under these
conditions are naturally difficult, principals pointed
out. Neither the principal nor the teaching staff
has the time to become acquainted with new curricular
designs and related materials; neither has the time to
become involved in the careful cooperative planning of
curriculum changes within the school. . . .
Some principals complained that central-office
personnel in their districts assume responsibility for
the planning, development, and implementation of cur-
riculum changes and fail to involve the principal to
any significant extent in these important aspects of
the elementary school program. These principals said
they would like to be given more opportunities to
participate in curriculum development. They said they
would like to be provided with the necessary support
staff to give them more time to do so.
Responses made by college and university officials
pointed to curriculum development in the elementary
school as a significant problem. Many, however, said
^Salvatore Joseph Corso, "A Study of the Elementary
School Principal's Ideal Role Behavior in Innovating
Curriculum as Perceived by Principals and Elementary
School Teachers," Ed.D. dissertation. Temple University,
1970, pp. 91-92.
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they do not think the elementary school principal
adequately trained to assumethe leadership in this area.l
Goldhammer and his associates saw the role of the
elementary school principal as being determined by his abil-
ity to handle programs and personnel, and the role expecta-
tions of his superiors and the community. They note that:
The majority of principals are confident of their
ability to oversee the routine operation of their
buildings, but relatively few have any degree of
confidence in their ability to assume a leadership
role in instructional improvement.^
The authors further concluded that:
These severe deficiencies in the principal's
preparation program, coupled with his lack of skill
in the area of human relationships, are perhaps the
greatest barriers to the effectiveness of the
elementary school principal as an instructional
leader .
3
They were convinced that elementary school principals
would like to become more involved in curriculum develop-
ment, given adequate time, staff, and resources.
The findings of a 1972 study by Flaaten in Ventura
County, California, indicated that elementary school
principals, teachers, and parents should show a greater
degree of involvement in the curriculum development process.
Keith Goldhammer e^ a_l
. ,
Elementary School Principals
and Their Schools (Eugene, Ore.: Center for Advanced
Study of Educational Administration, University of Oregon,
1971)
,
pp. 51-52
.
^Ibid., p. 9. ^Ibid., p. 10.
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Flaaten used a jury of experts and a group of elementary
school principals to depict the perceived curriculum
improvement role of principals, teachers, and parents.
From his findings and conclusions a rather negative picture
is shown of the actual and ideal role of the elementary
school principal in curriculum improvement:
Summary of Findings
Summarized below are the findings as determined
by this study:
1. The data gathered from the principals' group
showed that in actuality the elementary school principal
is influential in the process of curriculum improve-
ment. Due to hindrances, though, the principal is
unable to devote sufficient time and effort to the area
of curricular improvement. . . .
Conclusions
From an analysis of the data presented in this study
the following conclusions seem warranted:
1. The elementary school principal does not devote
the time nor provide for curriculum improvement that is
needed or desired.
2. The elementary principal does not provide for
the desired or necessary climate and opportunities for
the involvement of teachers and parents in the
curriculum improvement process. . .
In 1973 Rabin surveyed all twenty- three elementary
school principals in Hammond, Indiana, to examine the role
of elementary school principals in curriculum innovation.
Rabin used the results of a review of literature, a survey
instrument designed to elicit information about the
attitude of principals toward innovation, and an
^Wayne Richard Flaaten, "The Role of the Elementary
School Principal, Teachers, and Parents in the Area of
Curriculum Improvement," Ed.D. dissertation, Brigham Young
University, 1972, pp . 81, 86.
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assessment sheet designed to rank the schools on
innovativeness, in order to determine what, if any,
relationship existed between the principal's role
and curriculum innovation in the elementary school. The
categories of instructional leadership as earlier defined
by Nay, and used by Rabin to develop her survey instrument,
are broken down into "tasks of behavioral dimensions" as
follows
:
Curriculum improvement is the process of helping
to raise the quality of the curriculum.
1. Conducts group meetings which will coopera-
tively implement, improve, and promote the educational
program of the school.
2. Confers and counsels with professional, para-
professional, and non-professional personnel to
implement, improve, and promote the educational program
of the school.
3. Consults with the Assistant Superintendent in
Charge of Instruction on any major revisions of the
educational program.
4. Attends and participates in principals' meet-
ings directed and held by the central office.
5 . Recommends personnel to serve on system-wide
committees
.
6 . Provides opportunities and support for personnel
to develop new ideas and more effective techniques.
7. Develops, maintains, and upgrades the morale and
the moral and ethical standards of the school.
8. Determines a grouping plan that stimulates,
motivates, and challenges students to obtain their
maximum potential.
Supervision is the act of overseeing, assisting,
directing, and evaluating the personnel assigned to the
attendance area in which the principal is in charge.
1. Observes and supervises the teaching-learning
situation and other activities as they occur within and
^Naomi Nay, Role of the Principal , Indiana
Association of Elementary School Principals Series, Bulletin
No. 1, December 1967.
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without the classroom.
2. Organizes her own schedule to provide timefor supervision work with school personnel.
3. Works closely with beginning personnel and
other personnel in need of assistance.
4. Evaluates all professional, paraprofessional
,
and non-professional personnel for purposes of
promotion, tenure, dismissal, and interprets evalua-
tive criteria to all personnel at the beginning of each
school year.
5. Recommends transfer of personnel to obtain
maximum benefit from the potential of the individual
in question.
6. Assists in the recommendation and selection
of candidates to fill known anticipated vacancies.
7. Reports cases of personal absence.
8 . Confers with personnel on matters of personal
concern.
Instructional management is the process of influ-
encing instruction by guiding and directing the educa-
tional program of the school.
1. Provides personnel the necessary materials for
the efficient performance of their duties.
2. Schedules classes, facilities, personnel, and
the use of equipment as required for the efficient
operation of the educational program.
3. Encourages and promotes participation in pro-
fessional organizations and activities.
4. Encourages and promotes professional growth by
staff by inter- and intra-school visitation; participa-
tion in workshops, conferences, in-service and college
courses, and cooperative planning and teaching with
colleagues
.
5. Identifies and assists teachers in identifying
potential behavior problems and gives guidance to
teachers in regard to better discipline practices.
Coordination of resources and resource personnel.
Such coordinating Is seen as the process of bringing
together, classifying, assigning, and directing the
various resource personnel and resources so that the
school organization will function effectively.
1. Directs the co-curricular program of the school.
2. Assigns personnel within the building to
responsibilities required to implement, improve, and
promote the educational program and considers staff
development and improvement in making assignments.
3. Initiates requests for psychological services.
160
4. Refers specific cases to the coordinator of
Special Education, Social Worker, Psychometrist
,
or
other appropriate authority.
5. Cooperates with the Director of the School Lunch
Program and the Cafeteria Manager in making the lunch
program as effective as possible.
6. Cooperates with the Director of Public Personnel
and the Supervisor of Health Services in providing
fij^st aid and health services for the school.
7. Coordinates a safety program vjith all profes-
sional, non-professional, paraprofessional
,
students,
and community workers that will assure the maximum
safety of the child.
^
The study results indicated that there was no rela-
tionship between curriculum innovation and curriculum
improvement, instructional management, or coordinator of
resources and resource personnel. However, the results
showed a close correspondence between the principal's role
in supervision and curriculum innovation.
A random sample of twenty-one principals from a met-
ropolitan school district made up the population of a study
by Swift in 1974. Each principal was interviewed to compare
the stereotype of the position with the reality of the
situation he dealt with on a daily basis. As might be ex-
pected from the results of other earlier studies, there
were great discrepancies between the stereotype of prin-
cipals and their actual roles.
Swift's research into related literature indicated
that the idea of the principal as an educator, a scholar, a
^Sondra Carole Rabin, "A Study of the Principal's^^
Role in Curriculum Innovation in the Elementary School,'
Ph.D. dissertation. Northwestern University, 1973, pp.
100-103.
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master teacher, and an instructional leader was part of
the popular stereotype, and that the principal himself also
accepts this stereotype. Developing out of his study of the
roles of the principal, five types of principals were
identified by Swift: the Educator, the Administrator, the
Public Relations Man, the Disciplinarian, and the Enter-
tainer. Although most principals are involved to some
degree in all these roles, the more immediate demands of the
last four usually leave little or no time for the role of
Educator
.
The implications of the study, which seemingly would
diminish the role of the principal in curriculum develop-
ment, are summarized by the author:
The analysis of role variations may be a
fruitful method of examining occupations and organiza-
tions. Such an analysis could highlight pressures
that had been only partially recognized. In public
schools the existence of several types of principals
indicates that the formal goal, education, is only one
of several concerns that confront the organization
and its personnel: paperwork, public relations, and
pupil control also place sizable demands on school
resources, to the point that educational issues may
be overlooked. In fact, the narrowly limited set of
circumstances under which the principal is primarily
an Educator suggests that the optimum conditions for
the American public school, as it is now organized, are
not often found today: only in the smaller school in
a stable middle-class neighborhood is the principal
free to concentrate on education. The rarity of this
"ideal" situation suggests that a reassessment of the
principal's responsibilities is in order. More authority
in educational decisions might be delegated to
teachers to leave the principal free to concentrate on
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the problems that actually confront him.^
A study by Orlich, Ruff, and Hansen, in 1975-76,
based on the premise that elementary school principals are
instructional leaders who help incorporate curricular inno-
vations and, as such, must first have information about
such innovations, attempted to discover these sources of
curriculum information. The authors primarily replicated
an earlier study published in the Elementary School Journal
2
of April 1974, which reported the publishing industry
and their representatives as the best source of information
about social studies and science. Other sources listed
were curriculum coordinators and other district resources,
professional literature (books, journals, and magazines),
and conferences and workshops.
The results of the study were based on the responses
from 165 elementary principals in the state of Washington.
The original mailing included 301 principals, of which 269
were selected randomly throughout the state, and 32 were
participants at National Science Foundation conferences on
^David W. Swift, "Situations and Stereotypes: Vari-
ations in the School Administrator's Role," Elementary
School Journal , November 1974, pp. 77-78.
^Thomas P. Ruff and Donald C. Orlich, "How Do
Elementary School Principals Learn About Curriculum Innova-
tions?" Elementary School Journal 74 (April 1974) :389-392.
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innovation in elementary curriculum.^
One of the most recent research studies concerned
with the role of the elementary principal in "curriculum
change design" was conducted by Slemkewicz in 1976. She
evaluated the questionnaire responses of eighty urban
(Detroit) elementary principals and sixty-four suburban
elementary principals to determine differences and similar-
ities in their curriculum leadership roles. The question-
naire was developed after a review of related literature.
The conclusions listed by Slemkewicz which seemed
to relate to the identification of the principal's role in
"curriculum change design" are as follows:
a. Both groups of principals agreed that a minimum
of twenty-five percent of their time should be
devoted to instructional supervision.
b. Both groups of principals tended to agree that they
were responsible for teacher in-service programs.
c. Both groups of principals were uncertain whether
the curriculum was developed by the faculty.
d. Both groups of principals were undecided whether
the curriculum in their school needed reorganiza-
tion .
e. Both groups of principals indicated a desire to
attend periodic and systematic in-service training
in the area of curriculum development.
f. Both groups of principals agreed that the amount
of planning and effectiveness of instruction was
observable in the school.
g. Both groups of principals indicated an uncertainty
whether teacher involvement in administrative
decision-making enabled them to become a more
effective administrator.
^Donald C. Orlich, Thomas P. Ruff, and Henry R.
Hansen, "Stalking Curriculum: or When Do Elementary Prin-
cipals Learn About New Programs?" Educational Leadership 33
(May 1976), pp. 614-621.
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h. Both groups of principals indicated an uncertainty
whether adequate counseling services for students
made administration easier.
i. Both groups of principals indicated agreement thatparent-teacher organizations were of value to thefunctioning of the school.^
Slemkewicz's findings tended to coincide with those of
studies which indicated that more time and training
in curriculum development were needed by elementary
in order to take a more active part in "curric-
ulum change design." Principals generally agree that they
should take on a greater leadership role in curriculum
change or improvement
.
Peterson's study of the tasks of elementary school
principals took the form of observations, conducted over
several weeks, of principals of two elementary schools in
the Midwest.
The study, as described by the author, attempted to
achieve four main objectives:
It attempts to 1) define and describe the tasks of
the principal, 2) determine the frequency and duration
of these tasks, 3) examine their functions within the
context of the school as a formal organization, and
4) analyze the principal's tasks in light of some
more general formulations regarding the nature of
managerial work .
2
^Pauline Krupka Slemkewicz, "The Principal's Role in
Curriculum Change Design," Ed.D. dissertation, Wayne State
University, 1976, pp . 47-48.
^Kent D. Peterson, "The Principal's Tasks,"
Administrator's Notebook 26 (1977-78):!.
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Peterson further described his approach to objective
four as follows:
, One
^
of the most important ways to analyze the
activities of the principal is to look at thefunction of his interactions or tasks. Five major
types of activities were undertaken by our two
principals: 1) working with students, 2) working withprofessional staff, 3) interacting with parents
about the school and their children, 4) planning and
coordinating curricular or instructional programs,
and 5) general administrative tasks.
^
Very little of the principal's time, as observed
by the author, was spent working at tasks which were
directly related to curriculum development:
The fourth category of tasks related to
instructional technologies and organization. Neither
principal spent more than 6 per cent of his time
planning and coordinating the school program,
curriculum, or materials. Viewed in another way, these
tasks take up less than 25 minutes in a six hour
day. . . .
In summary, we find that both principals spent the
greatest proportion of their time working with students
who represented discipline problems and with teachers
who had noninstructional needs. These principals did
not get involved in the technical core of schools:
the classroom. A significant proportion of their
time was consumed in clerical activities required by
their superiors. The types of activities which fill
the time of principals seem to vary with the specific
problems of the school or the immediate needs of the
clientele. In addition, the variability in the
nature of tasks within each of our broad categories
of activities is even greater between schools than is
shown in the percentages .
2
These results are reiterated in the conclusions to
the study where Peterson stated that "the principal engages
Ibid.
,
p. 2
.
2 Ibid
. ,
p. 3
.
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in service to teachers, advisement on procedures and
schedules, and low level, clerical auditing, but seldom
works on technical core issues or those involved in change
and innovation."^
The sixth survey of the elementary school principal-
ship conducted in 1978 and published in 1979 by the National
Association of Elementary School Principals, reflected the
changes that had taken place in the status and concerns of
elementary principals during the decade which had passed
since the last such comprehensive survey. Recent concerns
about negotiations, strikes, declining enrollments, and
school closings seem to have overshadowed such matters as
curriculum development. Specific questions about the
principal's role in shaping the curriculum and the percent
of time dedicated to curriculum development, which were
on the 1968 questionnaire, were absent from the 1978 survey.
Questions on the 1978 survey which relate to supervision,
instructional improvement, and the administrative team's
responsibilities are the only clues to his present
curriculum development role.
The question "What is the main source of ideas for
innovation that during the past three years have resulted
in significant changes of practice in your school (curricu-
lum grouping, etc.)?" leads one to infer that the principal
^Ibid.
,
p . 4
.
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has the opportunity to use these ideas in practice in
improving the school program.^ The largest percentage of
responses indicated that principals received most of their
ideas for innovation from other principals and teachers,
professional reading, and local workshops. This conclusion
would support the belief that principals hold a cooperative
role in curriculum development, as was reported in 1968
and 1958.
The question concerning the principal's responsibil-
ity for supervision and instructional improvement generated
responses which indicate that principals believe they have
2
"primary" responsibility in this area.
When asked "How much influence do you think you have
on the school district decisions that affect elementary
schools and elementary education?", one-fourth of the
principals siad they had "much influence" and half indicated
they had "some influence."
The theory about the cooperative role of the elemen-
tary school principal was supported by 68 percent of
the principals answering that their school system had
an administrative team, and 82 percent answering that
^Pharis and Zakariya, p. 27.
^ Ibid.
,
p . 63
.
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principals were an important part of that team. Specifi-
cally relating to curriculum development the study reported;
Other questions about the administrative team
asked in what areas the team functions and whether
it has strengthened the school system. The responses
show that 9 out of 10 principals consider issues in
curriculum and instruction to be in the realm of
the administrative team's responsibilities.!
The final statement by the authors of the report
referred to the future of the principal's role:
It is an unfortunate fact that the principal's
role is all too often defined by people outside the
principal's office: by state and federal legislators,
the central office, the community. The future demands
that we define our own roles within the context of the
constraints we confront and the opportunities we
envision. Elementary school principals, we have
discovered, are beginning to do just that.^
Summary . This last section of chapter 2 contains the
findings of selected research studies which related to
the role of the elementary school principal in curriculum
development. Generally, this section serves the same
purposes as the preceding two sections in that it provides
a chronological background for the present study, a
description of the elementary principal's past roles in
curriculum development, appropriate suggestions for pro-
cedures and methodology for the present study, and specific
items which are useful in the creation of the present survey
instruments. Finally, this review of previous research
studies has provided additional suggestions of changes or
^Ibid., p. 76. Ibid., p. 105.
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'tx'snds in th© curriculurn dsvGlopiT\©nt irol© of fh© ©iGrriGntsiry
principal, as w©ll as som© possibl© indication of what this
rol© may b© in th© futur©
.
Although many of th© r©s©arch studi©s r©vi©w©d, ©s-
p©cially oth©r diss©rtation studi©s, sp©nt a consid©rabl©
amount of tim© on a r©vi©w of lit©ratur© as part of th©ir
study, th© r©sults of th©ir r©vi©ws w©r© not d©scrib©d in
d©tail in this s©ction as th©y cov©r©d much th© sam©
information as th© pr©c©ding two s©ctions of this
chapt©r. Gr©at©r att©ntion was giv©n to th© conclusions
of th©ir r©s©arch.
B©caus© ©ach of th© r©s©arch studi©s r©vi©w©d had
diff©r©nt variabl©s, compon©nt parts, and obj©ctiv©s, ©ach
is summarized separately here. It is difficult to general-
ize about their findings, although ©ach helped to provide
a part of th© total picture.
Th© first study reviewed, that of Petersen in 1953,
showed definite gaps between prescribed curriculum activi-
ties and behavior and actual practice. Areas of agreement
indicated that the principals included in his study did
create a good school atmosphere for curriculum development
and did coordinate curriculum development activities. In
1959, Clary found more agreement between theory and
practice, but still a considerable lack of total leadership
as the authorities perceived it. Principals seemed to
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desire more participation than they had. Seymour generally
found agreement between ideal and actual roles of elementary
principals in literature and practice in his 1963 study.
The 1968 study of the Department of Elementary School
Principals of the National Education Association indicated
that elementary school principals had about the same
involvement in curriculum development in 1968 as they had
in 1958, but that the role had changed from that of an
^^tocratic decision maker to a cooperative group leader
whose key role was to coordinate curriculum development
activities which included teachers and other resource
personnel
.
The results of Groulx's study in 1968 indicated
that both elementary teachers and principals agreed that
the role of the elementary principal should be a coopera-
tive one. Also in 1968, Ainsworth discovered a large
percentage of principals reporting involvement in curric-
ulum development activity. In 1970 Zaccaria found that
the elementary principal believed in a cooperative working
relationship with teachers in the curriculum development
process but that they saw themselves as the leaders and
key people in curriculum development. Bargman reviewed
the literature from 1960 to 1970 and concluded that the
role of the elementary principal was that of a coordinator,
evaluator, innovator, and interpreter. However, he saw
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time limits and environmental changes as problems to be
dealt with. In Corso's study, also in 1970, the principals
and teachers agreed on the principals' perceived ideal role
as being basically supportive. However, they disagreed
on the role of innovator, regulator, evaluator, and
informer.
In 1971, Goldhammer and his associates stated that
problems interfering with the perceived proper role in
curriculum development include the following: lack of
time, pressure caused by additions to the curriculum, lack
of involvement of principals by central-office personnel,
lack of training and information, and lack of skill in
human relations. They saw the elementary principal as
desiring more involvement in curriculum development. In
1972, Flaaten's study indicated that the elementary prin-
cipal had a role in curriculum development, but that it was
less than desired. The 1973 study by Rabin found a posi-
tive relationship between the principals' role in super-
vision and curriculum innovation, but not between
curriculum innovation and curriculum improvement, instruc-
tional management, or coordination of resources and
resource personnel.
Swift, in 1974, echoes others' sentiments when he
suggests that teachers be given the curriculum development
role that the principal does not have time for. In 1976,
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Slemkewicz found that urban and suburban principals
generally agreed that they should have more of a leader-
ship role in curriculum development. In that same year,
O^lich, Ruff, and Hansen found that elementary principals
relied on textbook publishers for their basic information
about curriculum in social studies and science.
Although Peterson's 1978 study suggested that the
elementary school principal spends very little of his time
on tasks directly related to curriculum development, it
should be noted that the study was limited in its scope
in that it included only two principals during a brief
time sequence. Finally, in 1978, the latest study by the
National Association of Elementary School Principals
showed that the elementary school principal still does have
a definite cooperative role in curriculum development as a
member of an administrative team. However, this role is
often complicated by outside influences and internal con-
flicts.
Specific curriculum development activities which
were mentioned in various studies throughout the review of
research are as follows:
1) Initiate curriculum projects of concern to
teachers^
^Petersen, "Role of Principal," pp. 180-186;
Seymour, pp. 59-60, 125-129.
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2) Provide materials and facilities for curriculum
development^
3) Provide opportunities for teachers to work on
.
o
curriculum projects
4) Provide in-service opportunities^
5) Coordinate available curriculum development
4
services and personnel
6) Develop a good school climate and group atmo-
sphere^
7) Set up curriculum study groups
^Petersen, "Role of Principal," pp. 180-186;
Seymour, pp. 59-60, 125-129; Clary, pp. 123-130; Zaccaria,
pp. 99-105, 147-149; Rabin, pp. 100-103.
2Petersen, "Role of Principal," pp. 180-186; Clary,
pp. 123-130; Seymour, pp. 59-60, 125-129; Zaccaria,
pp. 99-105; Flaaten, pp. 81-86; Rabin, pp. 100-103.
3Petersen, "Role of Principal," pp. 180-186; Clary,
pp. 123-130; Seymour, pp. 59-60; Ainsworth, pp. 69-77;
Zaccaria, pp. 99-105; Rabin, pp. 100-103; Slemkewicz, pp.
47-48.
Petersen, "Role of Principal," pp. 180-186; Clary,
pp. 123-130; Seymour, pp. 59-60; N.E.A. 1968, pp. 48, 79-
80, 150; Zaccaria, pp. 59-105; Bargman, pp. 152-153; Rabin,
pp. 100-103.
^Petersen, "Role of Principal," pp. 180-186; Clary,
pp. 123-130; Seymour, pp. 59-60, 125-129; Zaccaria, pp.
49-105, 147-149, Flaaten, pp. 81-86.
^Petersen, "Role of Principal," pp. 180-186; Clary,
pp. 123-130; Seymour, pp. 59-60; Ainsworth, pp. 69-77;
Rabin, pp. 100-103.
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8) Help adapt the curriculum to the needs of
atypical children^
9) Work cooperatively with central office staff^
310) Encourage pupil-teacher planning
11) Work with staff to evaluate curriculum^
12) Communicate with parents and community about
curriculum^
g13) Work on system-wide curriculum committees
7
14) Give attention to philosophy of education
* g
15) Supervise teaching-learning situation
16) Work cooperatively with teachers to set up
curriculum objectives^
^Petersen, "Role of Principal," pp. 180-186; Clary,
pp. 123-130; Ainsworth, pp. 69-77; Rabin, pp. 100-103.
^Petersen, "Role of Principal," pp. 180-186; Clary,
pp. 123-130; Ainsworth, pp. 69-77; Rabin, pp. 100-103;
^Clary, pp. 123-130.
^Clary, pp. 123-130; Ainsworth, pp. 69-77;
Zaccaria, pp. 99-105; 147-149.
^Clary, pp. 123-130; Bargman, pp. 152-153; Flaaten,
pp. 81-86; Slemkewicz, pp. 47-48.
^Clary, pp. 123-130; Bargman, pp. 152-153.
^Clary, pp. 123-130.
^Rabin, pp. 100-103; Slemkewicz, pp. 47-48.
^Ainsworth, pp. 69-77; Zaccaria, pp. 49-105,
147-149.
175
In summary, the overall review of research did not
P^ssent one complete view of the role of the elementary
school principal in the curriculum development process.
Rather, it gave a fragmented picture from which it is only
possible to make a limited number of rough generaliza-
tions .
1) The role of the elementary school principal
usually depends upon local conditions, both
system-wide and with the local school.
2) The role of the elementary school principal is
subject to change due to negotiations and
reduction in staff because of economic condi-
tions .
3) The ideal and actual curriculum development
roles of the elementary principal sometimes
differ because of time limitations and lack
of adequate training.
4) The conclusions reached by those in research
who have seen the realities of the actual
school situations are generally not very
optimistic about the leadership role of the
elementary school principal in curriculum
development
.
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Conclusion
This chapter was concerned with the first major
research question, "What do selected literature and
research findings state about the prescribed and actual
role of the elementary principal in curriculum develop-
ment?" In order to achieve this goal, the chapter was
divided into three sections. The first section reviewed
the works of scholars in school administration which
discussed the role of the elementary principal in curriculum
development. In the second section, the ideas of special-
ists in the field of curriculum development were examined
in order to further describe the curriculum development
role of the elementary principal. The third section
reviewed the findings of pertinent research studies which
added to the description of the curriculum development role
of the elementary school principal.
This total review of relevant literature and research
has contributed in part to the purposes of the present
study in several ways. First, the principal's theoretical
and actual curriculum development roles have been described.
Second, the chronological review has allowed the investi-
gator to discover any changes or trends in the prescribed
and actual roles. Third, the review has provided a
description of curriculum activities which will be in
corporated into the investigative instrument used to gather
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data for the present research study.
Almost all of the authors reviewed, in the fields
of curriculum and school administration, believed that
the elementary school principal should have a major
leadership role in the curriculum development process.
The focus on the individual, local elementary school as
the central or primary unit for curriculum development
gave impetus to this general concurrence. The term
"coordinator" seemed to appear most often, both in the
writings of school administrators and curriculum
specialists, throughout the past several decades. More-
over, because of the importance placed on the concomitant
role of the teachers, the principal is often seen as a
facilitator in the curriculum development process. It
becomes his respohsibility to provide a supportive school
atmosphere, as well as the materials and resources
necessary. Through the direct and indirect results of
their mangerial and administrative decisions, principals
control much of the hidden curriculum of the school.
Changes or trends in the role of the elementary
principal in curriculum development are not completely
clear. The review of related literature and the findings
of related research indicate the presence of complexities
and conflicts which seem to have increased over the years
to the point where the role of the principal has
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definitely been affected, often adversely. Lack of time
seems to be the biggest problem confronting the principal
who desires to involve himself in improvement of the
curriculum. Some authors' writings and research findings
also indicated lack of necessary training in curriculum
development and unavailability of resources as deterrents
to a meaningful role in curriculum development. Organi-
zational conflicts with central office personnel and
system-wide curriculum specialists are the reasons why
some elementary principals do not, or cannot, exercise
their prescribed role in curriculum development. The
literature and results of research on this topic indicate
a state of change, but do not make clear in which direc-
tion any changes in the principal's curriculum development
role will take. The selected researchers and practitioners
in school administration, who are more apt to have dealt
with the reality of school situations, tended to be more
pessimistic about the future. As expressed in their writ-
ing, they often believed that the negative pressures were
too great to allow the elementary principal to be effec-
tive in curriculum development. The curriculum theorists
tended to paint a more optimistic picture of the principal's
role. Finally, the review of literature and research in
this chapter has contributed to the development of the
research instrument used in the current research study.
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Curriculum development activities presented by the
various authors and researchers were listed and
incorporated into the investigator's questionnaire,
described in the next chapter.
Chapter 3 presents the research methodology for
conducting the current study which describes the present
and desired future role of the elementary school principal
in curriculum development.
CHAPTER III
RESEARCH PROCEDURES
Chapter 3 describes the research procedures used in
the present study. The purposes of this chapter are four-
fold. First, the processes involved in the selection of a
purposefully diverse sample of school settings in which
principals work are detailed. The demographic character-
istics of the selected school systems and schools are
described. Also, the characteristics of the principals
included in the sample are reported. Second, the develop-
ment and refinement of the data gathering instruments
,
the
questionnaire, and the interview schedule are explained.
The third purpose is to describe the process of data col-
lection, including administration of both the questionnaire
and the interviews. Finally, a plan for the reporting and
analysis of data is presented.
Selection of Sample
The selection and description of the geographic area,
the school systems, and the principals are described below.
Selection and description of geographic area . The selec-
tion and description of the geographic area, the school
systems, and the principals are described below. The total
sample of elementary school principals was selected from
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the communities (school districts) of Hampden County in
southwestern Massachusetts. This geographic area was chosen
for three main reasons. First, all of the school districts
within Hampden County were in close proximity to the Amherst
campus of the University of Massachusetts, facilitating the
ops^stion of the survey and execution of the interview
process. Second, all of the elementary schools and elemen-
tary principals fit the criteria established for the present
study. Third, the county comprised a wide range of popula-
tions and socio-economic categories including heavily-popu-
lated, pluralistic, urban communities, conglomerate suburban
communities, and sparsely-populated, outlying rural towns.
A variety of school systems and organizational structures
were found within this rather comprehensive population. It
was important to the present investigation to be able to
obtain as diverse a sample population as possible from
within the limits of the selected geographic area.
Physically, Hampden County is spread across a wide
area of southwestern Massachusetts. The Connecticut River
flows through the middle of the county with low-lying
mountains to the east and west of it. The four cities are
located in the river valley, and the smallest towns are
found in the highest elevations.
Among Hampden County's wide range of communities
are: the four cities of Springfield, Chicopee, Holyoke,
and Westfield; seven towns classified as suburban in the
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present study because of their placement in the mid-range
of population density and because they contain typical
characteristics of suburbia—Agawam, West Springfield,
Longmeadow, Ludlow, East Longmeadow, Palmer, and
Wilbraham; and thirteen small towns classified as rural
because of sparse population density and general agricul-
tural characteristics—Blandford, Brimfield, Chester,
Granville, Hampden, Holland, Monson, Montgomery, Russell,
Southwick, Tolland, Wales, and Huntington. Five of this
last group are so small that they do not have their own
elementary school and consequently send their children to
regional elementary schools in neighboring communities.
The school enrollment listed for Huntington and Southwick
is larger because regional school systems are located in
those communities. (See appendix A for a detailed list of
Hampden County school districts.)
Selection and description of school systems . First, all
of the communities in Hampden County were listed accord-
ing to their student enrollments (see appendix A) , and
divided into the three general sociological classifica-
tions of urban, suburban, and rural. There seemed to be
obvious natural divisions among student populations of the
listed communities. Except for two cases (one school
union composed of three towns and one regional elementary
school system made up from four towns) , the political
jurisdiction is the same for each school system and the
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town or city in which it is found.
All cities were classified as urban communities, the
smallest towns were classified as rural, and the towns
remaining in the middle range were classified as suburban.
Any decisions about classification between the last two
categories were subjectively made by the investigator ac-
cording to his knowledge of the community and its socio-
economic composition. Some of the larger towns which
basically still had predominantly agricultural character-
istics were grouped with the smaller rural communities.
It should be noted that the separation of the popula-
tion into the socio-economic divisions, urban, suburban,
and rural, was not to identify variables which had to be
specifically defined for any statistical correlation or
analysis; rather, it was merely to insure a varied sample,
representative of the different socio-economic categories.
Although the size of the community obviously determined the
relative size of the school system (except in cases of
regionalization or unions)
,
it in no way suggested the size
of the individual elementary schools. Some of the smaller
rural communities have large consolidated elementary
schools and the largest urban community included several
of the smaller, older, neighborhood schools. This situation
is illustrated in the description of the individual schools
below. In some cases it results in a principal being
assigned to administer two or more separate buildings. For
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the purposes of drawing the sample population, all school
systems in the county were listed under one of the above
sociological groupings.
Eighteen of the twenty-four school systems located
in Hampden County were included in the present study. In
other words, all of the school systems in the county except
one had at least one elementary school included in the
sample population. CSee appendix A for detailed descrip-
tion of school systems included in the present study.)
Schools of principals in the sample were located
in systems ranging from very small (one elementary school)
to very large (more than thirty elementary schools) . The
median number of elementary schools for the school systems
in the sample was 5.75 schools. A more accurate indi-
cator of the size of school systems might be the total
enrollment of the systems as listed in the Massachusetts
School Directory . Again the range of enrollment for school
systems in the total sample was rather large, running from
178 pupils to 25,564 pupils. The median enrollment for
these school systems was 4,152 pupils.
When listing the personnel in their school systems
who have curriculum development responsibilities, elementary
principals indicated a wide range of positions with various
titles. Some positions may be similar although the titles
are different. From the total sample, 37 percent of the
principals listed an assistant superintendent in charge of
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curriculum development, 14 percent listed an elementary
supervisor or director, 11 percent listed a curriculum
coordinator, and 38 percent listed other system-wide
personnel with curriculum development responsibilities.
Table 3 gives descriptive data for the school
systems included in the sample used in the present study
and breaks down the data for the urban, suburban, and rural
systems. The data describes the number of schools in each
system, the enrollment of each system, and the identifica-
tion of personnel with current development responsibilities.
Selection and description of individual schools . At this
point in the selection of the sample, all elementary schools
were grouped by school systems and listed under the
sociological categories, urban, suburban, and rural.
Starting with the first school system (listed alphabeti-
cally)
,
all elementary schools (listed in the order in which
they were found in the Massachusetts School Directory ) were
assigned a consecutive index number from one to the total
number of elementary schools listed in the towns or
cities in that group. Subsequently, using the Rand Cor-
poration Table of Random Numbers and appropriate selection
procedures, a series of random numbers was generated. The
series of random numbers was applied to each of the three
lists of elementary schools. As each of the numbers from
the random series matched one of the elementary school index
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numbers, that school was identified as part of the random
sample. The procedure was continued until there were ten
schools listed under each of the three categories. At
that point, the lists were checked to determine if all of
the major towns and cities were represented in the sample.
If not, the process was continued until at least one
school from each community was represented in the sample.
The last step disturbed the true randomness of the final
sample; however, it was deemed acceptable by the researcher
for two reasons. First, the present study is descriptive
and a perfect random sample is not needed to prove the
statistical significance of any critical variables. Second,
it seemed more important to obtain a diverse sample that
might be as representative as possible of a large number
of elementary principals, than to obtain a purely random
sample that might not tell as much. The randomness of
the present sample is sufficient to prevent any personal
bias, caused by the rsearcher's previous knowledge of the
principals, from entering into the selection of the actual
schools.
The procedures used in the present study helped
eliminate personal biases on the part of the investigator
and provided for an objectively selected sample which
includes different school systems; no schools were deleted
189
from the initial random sample. An additional random
sample was conducted with some groups to allow for at least
one school from each school system and make the groups as
representative as possible of the total population. For
the urban group the process added four extra principals to
the initial sample, and for the suburban group it added
five.
Appendix A contains a list of the various schools
included in the sample population, along with their enroll-
ment, grades, and school systems. The sample consisted
of 14 urban schools, 15 suburban schools, and 10 rural
schools (the Huntington district, Gateway Regional School
System, contains six elementary schools)
.
Schools administered by principals surveyed are
described as follows:
1) Most of the urban and suburban schools were
similar in size. Over three-fourths of the
schools in the total sample contained between
13 and 28 classrooms. Generally, rural schools
were somewhat smaller with 50 percent containing
between 8 and 18 classrooms.
2) All but two of the schools had full-time
secretarial help.
3) About one-fourth of the schools had vice-
principals. Those schools were fairly well
distributed among urban, suburban, and rural
190
communities. However, 40 percent of the rural
sample and 15 percent of the urban sample re-
ported vice-principals on the staff.
4) In urban and rural schools, one-half of the vice-
principals listed had responsibility for curric-
ulum development, whereas in suburban schools
two-thirds of those listed had curriculum develop-
ment responsibilities. Others reported to have
curriculum development responsibilities included
teachers (89 percent)
,
teachers and specialists
(21 percent) , and others (20 percent) . The
response "teachers and specialists" appeared most
frequently among suburban schools (40 percent)
,
whereas the response to "others" was confined to
rural schools.
5) Almost all combinations of grades from kinder-
garten to eigth grade were represented. Among
rural and suburban schools, there was a great
variety in grade level combinations, whereas
among urban schools all were kindergarten to
grades 4, 5, or 6.
Additional descriptive data describing the size and
grades of individual schools are presented in table 4.
The personnel with curriculum responsibility in the
individual schools are shown in table 5. These include
vice-principals, teachers, and specialists.
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TABLE 4
CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOLS OF PRINCIPALS SURVEYED
Total
Sample
n = 38
Urban
Schools
n = 13
Suburban
Schools
n = 15
Rural
Schools
n = 10
Number of
classrooms
range 7 to 37 11 to 28 12 to 24 7 to 37
median 19 19 19.875 17
Grades in
school
K-2 1 0 0 1
K-3 4 0 2 2
K-4 7 5 1 1
K-5 10 4 6 0
K-6 10 4 4 2
K-7 1 0 1 0
K-8 1 0 0 1
1-5 1 0 1 0
3-4 1 0 0 1
4-8 1 0 0 1
5-8 1 0 0 1
Enrollment
Range 178 to 697 278 to 697 201 to 564 178 to 660
Median 409.5 429 421 361
Vice
principal 9 (24%) 2 (15%)
on staff
3 (20%) 4 (40%)
PERSONNEL
RESPONSIBLE
FOR
CURRICULUM
DEVELOPMENT
IN
PRINCIPALS'
SCHOOLS*
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Identification of principals
. After the schools were
selected, the names and school addresses of the present
principals were obtained. The Massachusetts School
Directory
,
used for the present study, was compiled in 1977-
1978 and did not in all cases have the latest principal
listed. Thus it was necessary for the identification of
principals to be verified by calling the superintendent's
office in the respective school system.
A code number was assigned to each principal, identi-
fying him or her by the first letter of the assigned
sociological category (urban, suburban, or rural) and the
consecutive number which indicated the order in which his or
her school had been selected by the randomization process.
For example, the principal of the third rural school
selected was identified by the code, R-3. This code number
was useful later when the individual responses were key-
punched onto computer cards so that information could be
reported out according to each of the three categories, as
well as for the total sample. The code number also helped
to insure confidentiality throughout the study.
Description of principals . The sample population for the
present study consisted of 38 elementary school principals
from 18 different public school systems in southwestern
Massachusetts
.
The principals in the sample displayed the following
characteristics
:
194
1) All principals were full-time.
2) All principals except one had more than ten
years of experience in education and over one-
half (63 percent) reported more than twenty
years' experience.
3) Approximately one-half of the principals (53
percent) reported more than ten years of
administrative experience, although very few
reported more than twenty years of experience.
Less than one-fourth of the principals (21 per-
cent) reported three or fewer years of experience
These were found only in suburban and rural
schools.
4) Those principals with the least experience in
general (ten years or less) were found in rural
and suburban schools, rather than urban.
5) Most of the principals (89 percent) held at
least a master's degree, and many had additional
credits, although few (5.3 percent) held doctor-
ates .
6) Nearly 90 percent of the principals reported
having had specific courses in curriculum develop
ment. Those with no curriculum courses were
evenly distributed among urban and rural schools
Those reporting two or three courses amount to
over one-half of the sample (53 percent) , with
195
only 22 percent reporting five or more courses.
7) Most of the principals (84 percent) were respon-
sible for one school; although 13 percent were
responsible for two schools. One principal
reported administering six rural schools.
Additional data describing the sampled principals
according to number of years in education and in elementary
administration, to degrees attained, and to number of
curriculum courses taken, are provided in table 6.
Development of Data Gathering Instruments
The development of the questionnaire and the inter-
view schedule used in the present study are described
below.
Development of questionnaire . After a comprehensive review
of related literature, especially the review of previous
research studies, and consultation with the investigator's
advisory committee, it was determined that a mailed ques-
tionnaire (followed by personal interviews) would be
developed and administered in order to answer, in a
descriptive manner, the proposed research questions. Ques-
tionnaires used in earlier research studies were examined
and critiqued for ideas relating to format and content. It
was decided that the present research purposes would be
satisfied best through adaptation of a "closed," "fixed
alternative" type of questionnaire using the suggestions
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gleaned from previous research studies and the "Guide
for Questionnaire Construction" found in Research Methods
in Social Relationships
. Kerlinger's Foundations of
Behavioral Research also proved to be helpful in the
planning stages.
The questionnaire consisted of two main sections.
The first section was designed to provide demographic inform-
ation about the principal, the school, and the school
system. Specifically, these questions sought particular
information about the principal's experience in education
in general, and in elementary administration in particular:
educational background, including highest degree and curric-
ulum courses taken; size of school and school system,
listing number of classrooms and schools, respectively;
organizational patterns, and available auxiliary personnel
who might influence his role in curriculum development,
such as supervisors, coordinators, directors, and others
with curriculum responsibilities in the school system.
The second section included five subsections directly
related to the following research questions:
^Claire Seltiz, Lawrence S. Wrightsman, and Stuart
W. Cook, Research Methods in Social Relations , 3rd ed.
(New Yorkl Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1976)
,
pp. 310-317.
^Fred N. Kerlinger, Foundations of Behavioral
Research, 2nd ed . (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston,
1973), pp. 412-423, 478-489.Inc • /
What curriculuin development activities are
delegated to the principals?
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II-B What curriculum development activities are
initiated by the principals?
These two research questions were answered through
the responses in column 2 of section II, part A of the
questionnaire which was labeled "Source of Your Respon-
sibility." Principals were asked to indicate to the right
of each of the listed activities whether each activity
is "delegated to you" by some superior within the school
system or through the negotiated contract or written job
description, or "initiated by you."
II-C How much time do principals devote to the
curriculum development process?
This research question was answered on the question-
naire by checking, for each listed activity, under the
column labeled "Extent of your Involvement" in section II,
part A, the sub-column labeled either "daily," "weekly,"
"monthly," "yearly," or "no involvement." "Daily" indicated
that the principal performed that activity on a regular
basis throughout the school year. If "weekly," "monthly,"
or "yearly" were checked, it meant that the principal was
involved in that activity one or twice during each
respective time period.
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—What activities do principals believe relate
to the curriculum development process?
The above research question was answered by section
II, part B, column 1 of the questionnaire which was labeled
Relation of Activity to Curriculum Development and con-
sisted of sub-columns with the headings "directly
related," "somewhat related," and "not related." The prin-
cipals were directed to check "directly related" if they
thought that the activity was an important part of the
curriculum development process, to check "somewhat
related" if they thought it played a minor part in the
process, and "not related" if they thought that there was
no connection between the activity and curriculum develop-
ment.
III-B What priorities do principals give to activi-
ties which relate to the curriculum development process?
The last part of the questionnaire, section II,
part B, answered the above research question. In that part
each principal was asked to circle five of the twenty-eight
listed activities which he or she thought should have top
priority as part of the role of the elementary school
principal in curriculum development.
III-C What would elementary school principals like
to see as their curriculum development role in the future?
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This research question was answered on the question-
through the responses in column 2 of section II
,
part B which was labeled "Your Desired Future Involvement."
Principals were asked to indicate the activities which
they desired to have as their future responsibilities in
the curriculum development process by checking either
"desired" or "not desired" next to each of the twenty-
eight activities.
The principals responded to each of the columns on
the questionnaire by checking one of several stated
alternative answers depending upon how they related to
each of a list of twenty-eight possible curriculum develop-
ment activities. These activities were compiled in part
through the review of literature and research instruments
as found in chapter 2 , the analysis of research instruments
used in other studies, consultation with Dr. Robert
Sinclair, Director of the Center for Curriculum Studies at
the University of Massachusetts, and discussion with other
members of the Center for Curriculum Studies.
Some items were chosen because of the importance put
on that area of administrative responsibility by authors
surveyed in the review of writings in the fields of
school administration and curriculum development and by
reviews of findings of previous research concerning the
role of the elementary principal in curriculum development.
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The wording of some of the items from the final
curriculum development activity list used in the present
questionnaire was adapted in part from that used by
Zaccaria in his 1969 study entitled "The Perceived Role of
the Elementary School Principal in Curriculum Development."
Zaccaria acknowledged that he had followed a similar pro—
cedure and had derived his list in part from other related
studies which had preceded his own.^ Most of these
activities were also listed by other authors included in
the present review of literature. The list of curriculum
development activities used in the present study is found
in table 7.
The format and design of the questionnaire was deter-
mined in order to improve clarity and facilitate completion
of the form. An attempt was made to keep the directions
as succinct as possible and yet insure the exact interpreta-
tion of each task by the respondent in order to increase
the reliability of the instrument.
Finally, a cover letter of introduction stating the
purpose of the study, and requesting the cooperation of
the responding principals, was attached to the front of the
questionnaire. (See appendix B for a copy of the cover
letter.) The completed document was then typed, duplicated,
and presented to other graduate students in the Center for
^Zaccaria, pp. 93-94.
CURRICULUM
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Curriculum Studies in the School of Education at the
University of Massachusetts for their comments and
suggestions for improvements. After receiving their
responses, the investigator reviewed the form and made
appropriate refinements. The revised questionnaire and
the cover letter were distributed and critiqued by several
elementary principals who were part of a study group
sponsored by the Massachusetts Elementary Principals'
Association and by Dr. Ronald LaViolette, president of the
Association. Others who critiqued the questionnaire and
made helpful suggestions for its refinement were two members
of the investigator's advisory committee, Dr. Robert
Sinclair, Director of the Center for Curriculum Studies,
and Dr. Harvey B. Scribner, Professor of Education at the
University of Massachusetts; Dr. William J. Sullivan,
Associate Director, Division of Graduate Studies at
Springfield College; Dr. Joseph Franson
,
Assistant Principal,
Glenbrook Middle School, Longmeadow, Massachusetts; and Dr.
Timothy Graves, Director of Evaluation and Grants, the
Public Schools of Brookline, Massachusetts.
All of the suggestions received were carefully con-
sidered for the purpose of making the survey instrument as
effective and efficient as possible. Some changes were made
to shorten the questionnaire and reword the directions and
column headings. It was thought that the brevity of the
instrument would increase the probability of the sample
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principals filling it out and returning it. Special
concern was given to content validity of the specific
research items, to readability, to clarity of directions,
and to ease of completion.^ A copy of the final ques-
tionnaire form is found in appendix C.
Development of interview schedule
. Because of the possi-
bilities that mailed questionnaires might not elicit a
complete and accurate description of the elementary prin-
cipals' present and future curriculum development role,
personal contact was thought to be worthwhile.^ The ad-
vantages of confirming and supplementing the results of
the questionnaire were recognized. Therefore, it was
determined that a personal follow-up interview would be
held with approximately 25 percent of the original
sample. It was further determined that the principals
being interviewed would be selected at random in equal
numbers from each of the three sampled demographic areas.
Finally, it was decided that the purpose of confirm-
ing and supplementing the questionnaire data would best
be accomplished through the conduct of a structured inter-
view consisting of open-ended questions, closely parallel-
ing the content of the research questionnaire, which were
concerned with the present and future role of the
^Kerlinger, pp. 412-413, 478-489.
Seltiz, Wrightsman, and Cook, pp. 292-317.
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elementary principal in curriculum development (see
appendix C for a copy of the interview schedule)
. The
open-ended type of format was chosen because it allowed
the sampled principals the opportunity to describe and
their role in curriculum development in their own
f and therefore add any comments and explanation
which the questionnaire format either did not elicit or
permit.
Data Collection
The collection of data by means of the questionnaire
and the interviews is described below.
Administration of questionnaire . The final revised form
of the questionnaire was printed attractively on pale
yellow stock of good quality in order to make a favorable
impression on the sample of elementary school principals
(the color was chosen to make the document stand out from
the volumes of other mail which arrives in principals'
offices on a daily basis) . It was thought worthwhile to
make every effort to impress the principals with the
seriousness of the purpose of the study, the importance
of completing and returning the form, as well as the ease
of completion. This message was communicated in the cover
letter which introduced the study, stated its purpose,
requested a speedy return of the survey form in the enclosed
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stamped, self-addressed envelope, ensured confidentiality,
and thanked them in advance for their assistance. (See
appendix B for a copy of this initial cover letter.)
The closing of the letter indicated to the sample
of principals that the investigator was a local elementary
principal like themselves. This recognition seemed to be
helpful in that it made the responding principals feel
that the study was being conducted by someone who could
be sympathetic to their particular situation and who
might really care about the topic being researched. The
comment that the investigator appreciated the demands being
made upon their time was acknowledged by a favorable recep-
tion (this reaction was also experienced through the
telephone contact with some of the principals and through
the interview process several weeks later) . Before being
mailed, each questionnaire was coded with a letter and
number on the cover sheet to facilitate the recording and
analysis of data upon their return.
The questionnaire and letter of introduction were
mailed in a 6- by 9-inch manila envelope which had been
addressed by hand to add a personal note to the study.
Two weeks following the distribution of the ques-
tionnaire, a follow-up letter was sent to the principals
who had not yet replied to the initial mailing, urging
their cooperation and immediate response (see appendix B)
.
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Another copy of the survey form and stamped, self-addressed
envelope was included with the second mailing. The follow-
up letter also indicated that the conclusion of the study
was awaiting the return of their completed forms.
At this point of the administration of the question-
naire, personal telephone calls were made in order to
elicit the few surveys still missing.
Attention to all of the above details may have been
influential in securing the extremely successful percentage
of returns which the questionnaire consequently received.
The final rate of return of the questionnaire was 100 per-
cent .
Administration of interviews . Following the return of the
questionnaire, one-fourth of the original sample was
randomly selected to be personally interviewed for the
purpose of confirming the results of the questionnaire
and to allow the elementary school principals to comment
further on their role in curriculum development within
their school and school system.
First, a new list of random numbers was obtained,
and applied to the consecutively-numbered list of princi-
pals from the original urban, suburban, and rural samples.
Three principals were then randomly selected from each of
the three lists.
^Kerlinger, pp. 714-717.
210
Next, these nine principals were contacted by
telephone by the investigator who introduced himself and
explained the purpose of the call. He requested permis-
sion to meet with them for about twenty minutes to ask
some additional questions and briefly discuss their ideas
about the questions on the questionnaire. In all cases an
appointment was set up at a time convenient both to them
and the investigator.
Finally, at the agreed-upon time, the investigator
visited the principal (usually in the principal's school
office)
,
and again briefly reminded him or her that the
interview was part of the study about the role of the
school principal in curriculum development. It was stated
that the purpose of the interview was to follow up on the
questionnaire and allow the principals to comment about
their present and future curriculum development role.
In order to make the principal feel more comfort-
able about the interview, it was explained that there
were no right or wrong answers and that it was expected
that each principal's situation might be different. The
principals were reassured that their statement would be
kept anonymous.
All principals being interviewed were asked per-
mission to allow the use of a tape recorder during the
interview. In each case, the request was readily granted.
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Questions were asked according to the interview
schedule listed in appendix C. The questions covered the
same content as the questionnaire, but the open-ended
questions of the interview allowed the principals to
express themselves more freely. No special problems were
encountered during the interviewing process. Each of the
principals seemed comfortable answering the questions, and
all appeared eager to cooperate with the interviewer.
Some did indicate that they thought some of the questions
were similar and that they had answered some of them in
earlier comments. Nevertheless, the investigator asked
all questions according to the planned interview schedule.
At the conclusion of the interview, the investigator
expressed his appreciation for the time the principals had
spent and the contribution each had made to the study.
The data from the interviews is reported in
chapter 4 as it relates to the major research questions
of the present study. Complete transcripts of the inter-
views are found in appendix D.
Plan for Analysis and Reporting of Data
Following the return of the completed questionnaire,
all information from both sections of the questionnaire
was transferred to coding sheets designed to prepare the
principals' responses for computer tabulation. The coded
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data was then machine key-punched onto computer data
cards. All completed data cards were processed at the
Computer Center of the University of Massachusetts Graduate
Research Center, using the Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences (SPSS).^
The actual number of principals responding to each
item was determined, as well as the relative frequency,
and the adjusted frequency. When reporting the data,
the investigator used the relative frequency percentages.
For selected items the medians were obtained and were
reported.
Tabulations were made of the demographic data
from the first part of the questionnaire labeled "Back-
ground Information," and of selected data from the
Massachusetts School Directory . Separate tabulations
were produced for the total sample and for urban, sub-
urban, rural, classifications. The data were reported in
the "Description of the Sample" earlier in this chapter.
Printouts were provided of data from the second
part of the questionnaire labeled "Selection of Activities
Related to Curriculum Development." These were reported
for the total sample of principals, urban principals,
suburban principals, and rural principals. See appendix E
for questionnaire data pertaining to the urban, suburban,
^Norman H. Nie , et ^. , Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences , 2nd ed. (New York: McGraw-Hill Book
Company
,
1975)
.
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and rural samples. Each of the four columns in section II
of the questionnaire/ as well as the list of priorities
at the conclusion of the section, was analyzed separately.
These data were used to provide answers to the major
research questions of the present study according to the
following plan. The questions are stated and the
procedures used to answer the questions are explained.
Question 2: What is the current role of selected
elementary school principals in the curriculum
development process?
A. What curriculum development activities are
delegated to the principals?
B. What curriculum development activities are
initiated by the principals?
1) Tabular description of results of
questionnaire stating the percentage of
principals indicating the curriculum
development activities that have been
delegated to them or initiated by them.
2) Analysis of questionnaire data to indicate
curriculum development activities most
frequently and least frequently delegated
to elementary principals.
Analysis of questionnaire data to indicate
curriculum development activities most
frequently and least frequently initiated
3)
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by elementary principals.
4) Identification of wide variations among
responses of urban, suburban, and rural
principals to curriculum development
activities delegated to them and initiated
by them.
C. How much time do principals devote to the
curriculum development process?
1) Tabular description of results of ques-
tionnaire stating the percentages of
principals indicating how frequently they
engage in curriculum development activities.
2) Analysis of questionnaire data to indicate
curriculum development activities which
elementary school principals engage in
most frequently.
3) Analysis of questionnaire data to determine
in which curriculum development activities
principals most frequently report no
involvement
.
4) Tabular illustration and explanation of
curriculum development activities according
to whether they were done on a daily, weekly,
monthly, or yearly basis by the largest
percentage of principals, and listing of
activities in which principals indicate no
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involvement.
5) Identification of wide variations among
responses of urban, suburban, and rural
principals to frequency of involvement in
curriculum development activities.
A summary for research question 2 will be presented,
including important data from the three sub-questions.
Question 3. What do selected elementary school
principals believe their curriculum development
role should be?
A. What activities do principals believe relate
to the curriculum development process?
1) Tabular description of result of question-
naire indicating the percentages of elemen-
tary principals who thought that stated
activities were directly related, somewhat
related, or not related to curriculum
development
.
2) Interpretation of questionnaire data per-
taining to principals' perception of which
activities relate to curriculum development.
3) Identification of wide variations among
responses of urban, suburban, and rural
principals to the relationship between
i listed activities and curriculum development.
i
I
1
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B. What priorities do principals give to activities
which relate to the curriculum development
process?
1) Tabular representation of questionnaire
data listing rank order of curriculum
development activities according to relative
frequencies of principals' responses when
indicating priorities.
2) Identification of wide variations among
responses of urban, suburban, and rural
principals to setting priorities among
the listed curriculum development activities.
C. What would elementary school principals like to
see as their curriculum development role in the
future?
1) Tabular description of quescionnaire data
indicating percentage of principals'
responses to curriculum development activi-
ties which they would desire to be involved
with in the future.
2) Analysis of questionnaire data identifying
activities which principals would least
desire to be involved with in the future.
3) Identification of wide variations among
responses of urban, suburban, and rural
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principals to the selection of desirable
future curriculum development responsibil-
ities.
A summary to research question 3 will be presented,
including important information from the three sub-ques-
tions.
Finally, the data collected through the interview
process were reviewed, summarized, and reported in order
to answer the major research questions 2 and 3 and six
sub-questions as they are listed above. This narrative
representation identifies any variations in responses
from those on the questionnaires, and any additional in-
formation which adds to the description of the present
and future curriculum development role of the elementary
school principal.
The analysis and interpretation of the data,
according to the plan described here, is the subject of
chapter 4.
CHAPTER I V
ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION
This chapter reports, analyzes and interprets the
data obtained from the questionnaires and interviews used
in the current research. The data were elementary school
principals' perceptions of their present and desired future
roles in the curriculum development process. All princi-
pals participating in the present study were randomly
selected from a diversified socio-economic area in order
to provide a purposefully stratified sample. Specifically,
the response elicited through the mailed questionnaire
indicated the principals' reactions to a list of twenty-
eight curriculum development activities or responsibil-
ities which had been drawn from a review of literature and
previous research in the fields of curriculum and school
administration. The review, which answered the first
research question, "What do selected literature and re-
search findings state about the prescribed and actual role
of the elementary principal in curriculum development?",
was reported in chapter 2 of this study. In addition, the
responses elicited through the interviews, although
related to the items of the questionnaire, were more
general in nature and indicated personal concerns of the
218
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principals about their present and future curriculum
development role. The present chapter considers the
following research questions in turn.
QUESTION 2. What is the current role of selected
elementary school principals in the curriculum
development process?
A. What curriculum development activities are
delegated to the principal?
B. What curriculum development activities are
initiated by the principal?
C. How much time do principals devote to
the curriculum development process?
QUESTION 3. What do selected elementary school
principals believe their curriculum development
role should be?
A. What activities do principals believe
relate to the curriculum development process?
B. What priorities do principals give to
activities which relate to the curriculum
development process?
C. What would elementary school principals
like to see as their curriculum development
role in the future?
The concept of role , as used in the present study , is
delineated by identification of specific activities which
have been prescribed for the elementary school principal
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by educational theorists and practitioners. Through the
review of literature and research found in chapter 2, and
consultation with the investigator's present advisors and
associates, a list of twenty-eight activities were ident-
ified as being representative of the type of tasks or
functions commonly carried out in the execution of the
curriculum development process. These activities were used
in the questionnaire employed in this study to evoke
responses from the sampled principals which would help
describe their perceived curriculum development roles.
The list of curriculum activities is found in table 7
(chapter 3)
.
Before presenting the research results, it is impor-
tant to note that the findings of the present study are
purely descriptive in nature and intended primarily to
define more closely the curriculum development role which
elementary principals presently hold and which they would
desire to have in the future. This study did not investi-
gate or analyze determinant curriculum development
variables, but may incidentally identify possible vari-
ables for future research. It is anticipated that the
following research findings and interpretations will be
helpful to educators and educational planners who are
concerned about the organization of our present educational
systems and the preparation and training of our educational
leadership.
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Research question 2, What is the current role of selected
e_lementary school principals in the curriculum development
p_rocess? The perception of principals in sampled public
elementary schools can be analyzed in three ways
,
each
expressed in a specific research question, in order to
answer this major question. First, the responses of prin-
cipals to questionnaire items and interview questions, re-
lating to curriculum development activities which have
been delegated to them, can be identified. Second, in like
fashion, responses of principals to questionnaire items and
interview questions
,
relating to curriculum development
activities which are initiated by them, can be identified.
Third, information derived from the questionnaires and
interviews about the amount of time that elementary prin-
cipals presently devote to the curriculum development pro-
cess will be reported. In summary, the focus for answer-
ing the second major research question will be on the
reactions of sampled elementary school principals to items
in the written questionnaires and verbal interviews which
describe their present role in the curriculum development
process
.
What curriculum development activities are delegated
to the principal? What curriculum development activities
are initiated by the principal? In this instance, two
research questions will be answered simultaneously since
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they both correspond to the same or closely related data
from the present study. A description of current delegated
and initiated curriculum development responsibilities of
the elementary principal can be derived from the ques-
tionnaire and interview data according to five different
methods of analysis and interpretation. First, the
responses of the principals to the listed activities which
have been delegated to them or initiated by them can be
reported. Second, the questionnaire data will be analyzed
to indicate curriculum development activities most fre-
quently and least frequently delegated to the elementary
principal. Third, in like fashion the questionnaire data
be analyzed to indicate curriculum development acti-
vities most frequently and least frequently initiated by
the principals. Fourth, extreme variations among question-
naire responses of urban, suburban, and rural principals
to activities delegated to them and initiated by them will
be identified. Fifth, additional descriptive information
from the interviews about delegated or initiated curriculum
development activities of the sampled principals, will be
recorded
.
Source of present responsibility for curriculum
development activities . For each of the twenty-eight
activities listed on the mailed questionnaire, the sample
principals were asked to indicate whether responsibility
for the activity was delegated to them or initiated by
223
'ttiBrn. According to tho instructions on th© gusstionnair©
,
th© curriculum activity it©ms which w©r© identified as
being delegated were supposedly assigned to the elementary
principals by some superior within the school system or
through their contract or job description. Other activities
which were currently a part of the principals' curriculum
development role, and were not delegated to them, would
likely be identified as being initiated by them. There-
fore, it can safely be assumed that the activities which
received the greatest percentage of response in either
column were also those activities which the greatest number
of principals thought were part of their present role in
curriculum development. The responses for the total
sample of principals are reported in table 8.
Only one activity (4. Develop school budget) was
consistently reported by a large number of principals
(82 percent) as delegated to them. For other activities,
the percentage of principals reporting an activity to be
delegated ranged from 0 percent to 53 percent. The
percentage of principals reporting that they initiated
the various activities listed ranged from 3 percent to 71
percent. Some activities, such as activity 13 (Meet with
students on curriculum committees) , were seldom, if ever,
mentioned as being either delegated or initiated. These,
we can postulate, according to the present data, were not
a part of the curriculum development role of the elementary
SOURCE
OF
RESPONSIBILITY
FOR
PRINCIPALS'
CURRICULUM
DEVELOPMENT
ACTIVITIES:
ALL
PRINCIPALS*
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principal.
In general
,
almost twice as many activities were
listed as being initiated by the principals as those
listed as being delegated to them. This could mean that
qualitatively principals' curriculum development roles are
not assigned to them. This does not mean that the amount
of time spent on delegated activities is not greater than
that spent on initiated activities. This will be discussed
further, later in this chapter.
Most frequently and least frequently delegated
activities . The delegated activities most frequently
listed by the total sample of elementary principals appear
to fall primarily into the administrative or managerial
roles of school administrators. None of the six most
frequently listed activities has to do directly with
the development of curriculum within the individual school
building, although all indirectly do affect the individual
school curriculum (hidden curriculum) . Furthermore, those
activities least frequently delegated to the principals
would seem to be the type that would support curriculum
development within the individual school. The curriculum
development activities most frequently and least frequently
delegated to elementary school principals are shown in
table 9.
ACTIVITIES
MOST
FREQUENTLY
AND
LEAST
FREQUENTLY
DELEGATED
TO
PRINCIPALS
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Most frequently and least frequently initiated
activities
. The activities most frequently and least
frequently initiated by principals are reported in table
10. It is interesting to note that the activity ranking
highest in this table (26. Encourage use of community
resources) was near the bottom of the list of delegated
activities. It appears to be an activity which almost
three-fourths of the principals feel strongly enough about
to initiate on their own. It also should be pointed out
that several of the most frequently initiated activities
are ones in which the principals are placing themselves
in a supporting curriculum development role with the
teachers
.
Variations among responses of urban
^
suburban^ and
rural principals to curriculum development activities
delegated to them and initiated by them . Responses of
urban, suburban, and rural principals to delegated activi-
ties were tabulated separately.
Activities were ranked according to percentage of
principals reporting that the activity was delegated to
them. The five most frequently delegated activities are
shown in table 11.
Inspection of the table reveals that;
1) The top-ranked activity (4. Develop school
budget) is the same among the three groups.
ACTIVITIES
MOST
FREQUENTLY
AND
LEAST
FREQUENTLY
INITIATED
BY
PRINCIPALS
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2) Many of the same activities appear in the lists
for all three groups, although the exact order
may vary.
3) The only delegated activity ranked high by
urban principals but not ranked high by the
other two groups is activity 16 (Plan programs
for students with special needs)
.
4) The only delegated activity ranked high by
suburban principals but not ranked high by
the other two groups is activity 18 (Evaluate
curriculum materials)
.
5) Three delegated activities are ranked high by
rural principals but not by the other groups:
activity 25 (Insure that teachers follow
prescribed curriculum)
,
activity 6 (Serve as
member of school curriculum committee)
,
and
activity 8 (Provide teacher reference material
for development of curriculum)
.
In addition, responses to each delegated activity
by urban, suburban, and rural principals were examined for
wide variations, arbitrarily defined as a difference of
25 percent or more. All such items were identified and
are reported in table 12.
Inspection of table 12 reveals three patterns;
VARIATION
AMONG
URBAN,
SUBURBAN,
AND
RURAL
PRINCIPALS'
IDENTIFICATION
OF
DELEGATED
ACTIVITIES
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First pattern ; Large differences exist among
all three groups (urban principals' responses are
greater, suburban principals' responses are less,
rural principals' are least). Activities in
this pattern are 15 (Select textbooks) and 28
(Utilize school philosophy to develop curriculum
objectives)
.
Second pattern ; Urban and suburban principals'
responses are greater; rural principals' responses
are less. Activities in this pattern are 6 (Serve
as member of school curriculum committee)
,
7 (Help
identify needs of learners in order to develop
curriculum objectives)
,
10 (Conduct curriculum
inservice workshops for teachers)
,
and 27 (Act as
chairperson on school curriculum committee)
.
Third pattern : Suburban and rural principals'
responses are less; urban principals' responses
are greater. Activities in this pattern are 16
(Plan programs for pupils with special needs) , 19
(Involve school in innovative projects) , and 25
(Insure that teachers follow prescribed curriculum)
.
Responses by urban, suburban, and rural principals
to initiated activities were tabulated separately.
Activities were ranked according to percentage of
principals reporting that they initiated them. The four
or five most frequently initiated activities are shown
238
in table 13.
Examination of table 13 reveals that:
1) Only one initiated activity appears in lists
for all three groups (8. Provide teacher
reference material for development of
curriculum)
.
2) Each list contains high-ranked initiated
activities which do not appear in the lists for
either of the other two groups. For urban
principals, these are activity 21 (Inform
parents about curriculum) and 23 (Discuss
educational research with faculty) . For sub-
urban principals, these are activity 20 (Help
teachers develop innovative projects) and
activity 9 (Assist teachers in selecting
curriculum materials) . For rural principals
this is activity 7 (Help identify needs of
learners in order to develop curriculum objec-
tives) .
Further, responses of urban, suburban, and rural
principals were examined to identify activities for which
responses varied widely, arbitrarily defined as a differ-
ence of 25 percent or more. These items are reported in
table 14.
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Examination of tabla 14 indicatas that there is
^ large number of activities in which initiation by urban,
suburban, and rural principals varies widely. Differences
among the three groups may be identified;
1) Rural principals indicated a comparatively
high percentage of response to activity 2
(Assist teachers in evaluating the effectiveness
of the curriculum)
,
activity 6 (Serve as member
of school curriculum committee)
,
activity 7
(Help identify needs of learners in order to
develop curriculum objectives)
,
activity 9
(Assist teachers in selecting curriculum
materials)
,
activity 17 (Provide supplies for
teachers' use), activity 18 (Evaluate curric-
ulum materials)
,
and activity 27 (Act as
chairperson on school curriculum committee)
.
2) Rural principals indicated comparatively low
percentage of response to activity 12 (Plan or
present demonstration teaching)
.
3) Suburban principals indicated a comparatively
high percentage of response to activity 1
(Serve on system-wide curriculum committee)
.
4) Urban principals indicated comparatively low
percentage of response to activity 16 (Plan
programs for students with special needs)
,
activity 19 (Involve school in innovative
projects)
,
and activity 20 (Help teachers
develop innovative projects)
.
5) All groups were widely separated on activity
10 (Conduct curriculum inservice workshops
for teachers) and activity 15 (Select text-
books) .
Review of interview data on source of principals'
curriculum development role . Most of the principals sampled
in the interview process indicated that their curriculum
development role was determined largely by delegation of
responsibility to them through their general job descrip-
tion. They pointed out that some curriculum development
tasks have been dictated by state requirements, such as
those under Chapter 766 (special needs legislation) and
the state mandated basic skills programs. However, some
of the principals suggested that the delegated responsibil-
ities may be general in nature and may allow for a degree
of latitude on the part of the principal.
How much time do principals devote to the curriculum
process? In this third approach to research question 2,
the extent of the sampled elementary school principals'
current involvement in curriculum development will be
investigated, analyzed and reported. As a follow-up to
the first two approaches (which identifiod the principals
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present curriculum development activities according to
whether they were delegated or self-initiated)
,
this
approach gives us a quantitative measurement of the role
of the elementary principal in the curriculum development
process
.
An indication of the amount of time spent on curric-
ulum development activities can be derived from the
questionnaire and interview data according to six differ-
ent procedures for analysis and interpretation. First, a
description of the results of the questionnaire, stating
the percentages of principals engaging in curriculum
development activities, and the frequency of their engaging
in curriculum development activities, will be reported.
Second, the questionnaire data will be analyzed to deter-
mine in which curriculum development activities principals
engage most frequently. Third, in a similar way, the
questionnaire data will be analyzed to determine on which
curriculum development activities principals most frequently
report no involvement. Fourth, an analysis will be made
and reported of the principals' most frequent responses
to activities according to whether the activities are
performed on a daily, weekly, monthly, or yearly basis.
Fifth, wide variations among questionnaire responses of
urban, suburban, and rural principals, to frequency of
involvement in curriculum development activities, will be
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identified. Sixth, as in the response to the earlier
research question, descriptive information from the inter-
views about the principals' frequency of involvement in
curriculum development activities will be reported.
Extent of involvement in curriculum development
activities . The sampled principals were asked to indicate
how frequently they engaged in each of the twenty-eight
activities listed in the mailed questionnaire. In order
to determine frequency of involvement, each activity was
matched with five choices: daily, weekly, monthly,
yearly, or no involvement. If they checked "daily," they
indicated that the particular activity was part of their
regular schedule which would be expected to exist on a
continual basis throughout the school years. "Weekly,"
"monthly," or "yearly" indicated that they were actively
engaged in that activity only several times during that
respective time period. By examining the responses of the
principals to this part of the questionnaire, the extent
of the elementary principals' involvement in curriculum
development can be identified. A tabular description of
the responses of the total sample of elementary school
principals is shown in table 15.
It should be noted here that elementary school
principals usually do not follow a daily schedule that is
organized as time segments which can be easily identified
or measured. Therefore, any investigation or study of
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time allotments or designations for particular kinds of
activities must, of necessity, be an estimation of
averages given over an extended period of time. It is
expected that principals might possibly engage in curric-
ulum development for a larger segment of time during any
given day or week and then not participate in that same
activity for several days, or weeks, or months. Thus,
the individual responses of principals are not as truly
descriptive as the total percentages for a specific sample
group. Moreover, a more enlightening and meaningful
indication of the extent of principals' achievement in
specific curriculum development activities can be obtained
from an analysis of the extreme responses on table 15.
Curriculum development activities most frequently
engaged in . The activities most frequently reported as
part of principals' regular schedules are summarized in
table 16.
The activities identified in table 16 appear to
relate chiefly to evaluation and supervision. These
administrative functions are usually assigned duties and
therefore would be expected to be executed first and perhaps
most often. Although not receiving the highest ranking,
the percentage of principals selecting activity 7 (Help
identify needs of learners in order to develop curriculum
objectives) and activity 2 (Assist teachers in evaluating
the effectiveness of curriculum) would indicate that the
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perceptions of the sampled principals is that they are
regularly involved to some extent in activities which
directly relate to curriculum development. It is noted,
however, that even those activities ranked second through
fifth received less than 50 percent response.
Curriculum development activities least frequently
engaged in . The extreme frequency of response on the
questionnaire which indicated that the sampled principals
had no involvement in those particular curriculum develop-
ment activities in part contributes to the description
of the curriculum development role of elementary princi-
pals. Table 17 summarizes those activities in which
principals most frequently reported no involvement.
It is not surprising to find activity 13 (Meet with
students on curriculum committees) as the least frequently
engaged in at the elementary school level. This should not
suggest that the needs of students rate the least concern
of elementary principals, however, since activity 7 CHelp
identify needs of learners in order to develop curriculum
objectives) received a high rating from 42 percent of the
principals in order to rank fifth most frequently engaged
in.
Involvement with parents in curriculum development
ranked as the second least frequently engaged in activity.
The fact that more than half of the principals
indicated no involvement in planning or presenting
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demonstration teaching may reflect the trend away from
teaching as an area of involvement for principals,
especially when more pressing demands are made on their
time
.
Classification of curriculum development activities
according to time devoted to each . In order to graphically
illustrate the classification of each curriculum develop-
ment activity according to the categories listed on the
questionnaire (daily, monthly, yearly, no involvement)
,
all activities are grouped accordingly in table 18. The
activities are not listed by rank order within each
separate category.
Variations among urban, suburban, and rural
principals' responses to extent of involvement . Responses
of urban, suburban, and rural principals were tabulated
separately to determine which activities were most frequent-
ly reported as being part of the principals' regular
(daily) schedule. The activities in the first five ranks
for each group are reported in table 19.
Examination of table 19 reveals that;
1) The same activity is top-ranked among all
groups (activity 5. Evaluate classroom instruc-
tion) .
Certain activities are common to all groups
(activity 5. Evaluate classroom instruction, and
activity 17. Provide supplies for teachers' use).
2 )
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TABLE 18
ACTIVITIES GROUPED BY MOST FREQUENT RESPONSE TO
EXTENT OF INVOLVEMENT
Code No
.
Activity Percentage of
Principals
Daily
2 Assist teachers in evaluating the
effectiveness of curriculum.
37
5 Evaluate classroom instruction. 63
7 Help identify needs of learners in
order to develop curriculum objectives.
42
8 Provide teacher reference material
for development of curriculum.
29
16 Plan programs for students with
special needs.
32
17 Provide supplies for teachers' use. 45
24 Serve as resource person in the
classroom.
29
25 Insvire that teachers follow prescribed
cxirriculum.
47
26 Encourage use of community resources. 32
Weekly
(None
)
Monthly
11 Consult with curriculum specialists
in school system.
32
21 Inform parents about curriculum. 32
23 Discuss educational research with
faculty.
37
Yearly
4 Develop school budget. 76
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TABLE 18-Continued
Code No. Activity
Yearly
Percentage of
Principals
6 Serve as member of school curriculum
committee
.
29
9 Assist teachers in selecting curriculum
materials.
42
14 Set up meetings for teachers with
cxirriculum specialists.
37
15 Select textbooks. 58
18 Evaluate curriculum materials. 45
19 Involve school in innovative projects. 50
20 Help teachers develop innovative
projects.
40
21 Inform parents about curriculum. 32
28 Utilize school philosophy to develop
curriculum objectives.
34
No Involvement
1 Serve on systemwide curriculum
committee.
34
3 Provide for parental involvement
in curriculum development.
63
10 Conduct curriculum inservice
workshops for teachers.
37
12 Plan or present demonstration
te aching.
53
13 Meet with students on curriculum
committees
.
87
22 Consult faculty advisory group about
textbook selection.
40
27 Act as chairperson on school
curriculum committee
.
42
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3) The list for suburban principals contains two
activities not included in lists for other
groups (activity 16. Plan programs for students
with special needs, and activity 24. Serve as
resource person in the classroom)
.
4) The list for rural principals contains one
activity not in either of other lists (activity
18. Evaluate curriculum materials).
In addition, responses to each item by urban, sub-
urban, and rural principals were compared to identify
activities on which wide variation exists (arbitrarily
defined as 25 percent or more) . These activities are
reported in table 20.
Variations among sample groups are also reported
in tabular form according to the rank order of activities
checked off under the heading indicating no involvement
by the principals in that group. The highest ranking
activities are listed in table 21.
Inspection of the table reveals:
1) Two activities were common to all groups
(activity 13. Meet with students on curriculum
committees
,
and activity 3 . Provide for parental
involvement in curriculum development)
.
Activity 10 (Conduct curriculum inservice work-
shops for teachers) appears only in the list of
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urban principals. Urban systems have curriculum
specialists who do this.
3) Activities 11 (Consult with curriculum special-
ists in school systems) and 22 (Consult faculty
advisory group about textbook selection) appear
only in the list of rural principals. It is
assumed that rural school systems often do not
have curriculum specialists who can be
consulted.
Percentages of urban, suburban, and rural principals
reporting no involvement with each activity were compared.
Activities for which an arbitrarily selected difference
of 25 percent or more were identified are reported in
table 22.
From this table, it can be observed that on these
items, the percentages of urban and suburban principals
tend to be similar and lower than for rural principals.
Detailed tabulation of responses of urban, suburban,
and rural samples of principals are to be found in tables
reported in appendix E.
Interview data relating to extent of involvement.
Responding to the questions on the interview schedule,
sampled principals indicated that they usually spent from
5 to 15 percent of their time on curriculum-related
activities. This was an extremely rough estimate, since
they acknowledged that the curriculum development activi-
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ties were not accomplished on a regular schedule which
could be easily measured or differentiated.
Most of the principals reported that their curric-
ulum work was usually on system-wide committees assigned
to various subject areas. Moreover, they stated that
different subject areas received attention on an alterna-
ting schedule
,
which meant that they were not actively
involved outside of their schools on a regular basis.
The principals' responses during the personal inter-
views also indicated that they did not necessarily hold a
leadership role in the curriculum development process. It
seemed that the teachers did most of the work, and the
principals either chaired committees or acted as members
of one of the system-wide curriculum committees.
When presented with open-ended questions about the
amount of time (extent of involvement) spent on curriculum
development, most of the elementary school principals who
were interviewed talked about curriculum development
activities outside their individual schools. Very few of
them spoke in a personal way about their feelings about
the curriculum development process. The only activities
mentioned which took place within the individual school
were holding conferences with teachers, working on budgets,
and selecting textbooks.
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Suminary for research question 2 . Research question
2 demanded inquiry into the current role of selected elemen-
tary school principals in the curriculum development
process. Three approaches to this major question, each
related to a specific sub-question, were followed. First,
specific curriculum development activities which are dele-
gated to elementary principals by the superintendent of
schools or some other superior, or through the principal's
contract or job description, were determined and reported.
Responses of sampled principals to mailed questionnaires
and personal interviews provided the raw data for analysis.
Second, in a simultaneous analysis and reporting of
data, the specific curriculum development activities which
were initiated by elementary principals were determined
and reported. Third, data from the questionnaires and
interviews were analyzed and reported in order to determine
the extent of involvement with, or amount of time devoted
to, the curriculum development process by elementary school
principals.
In closing the discussion of the second research
question, the outstanding results of the analysis of data
can be briefly outlined. First, developing the budget
was the most frequently listed delegated activity (82
percent). Serving on system-wide curriculum committees,
evaluating classroom instruction, planning programs for
students with special needs, and providing supplies for
266
teachers were all listed by about half of the principals
as being delegated activities.
Second, curriculum activities which were initiated
the principals were less frequently mentioned. However,
about two-thirds of the principals indicated that they
initiated activities such as encouraging the use of
community resources and assisting the teachers in the
curriculum development process.
Third, close to two-thirds (63 percent) of the
sampled principals indicated that they evaluated classroom
instruction on a regular basis. Most indicated that they
had little or no involvement with students and parents
in the curriculum development process. In general, prin-
cipals being interviewed stated that most of their involve-
ment in curriculum development took place on system-wide
curriculum committees which usually met on a rotating
basis. Thus, in some years the principals would be more
actively involved than in others.
In summary, the major perceptions of the sampled
elementary school principals have been presented to
describe the current role of elementary principals in the
curriculum development process. The total sample was
divided into three groups, representing urban, suburban,
and rural principals, in order to provide a purposefully
stratified random sample. The separate data for each of
the three sub-samples did not provide outstanding
267
variations. Moreover, the differences could often be
accounted for by obvious differences in organizational
Patterns, resources, and available specialized personnel.
An interesting contrast was provided by the inter™
view and questionnaire data. The fornier seemed to describe
the actual, pragmatic curriculum development role, whereas
the latter tended to be influenced somewhat by the theoret-
ical or idealistic outlook. Even with this in mind, the
data seem to bear out the descriptive results of the review
of literature, which indicated that the curriculum develop-
ment role of the elementary school principal, in practice,
is often less than that advanced by many theorists in
curriculum and school administration.
Research question 3. What do selected elementary school
principals believe their curriculum development role should
be? To identify the perceptions of sampled elementary
school principals concerning their desired role in curric-
ulum development, three general approaches, each expressed
in a specific research question, were adopted. First, the
responses of principals to questionnaire and interview
items were tabulated as they indicated the principals'
perceptions of the degree of relationship between the
stated activities and curriculum development. This
analysis identified activities which the principals be-
lieved were related, somewhat related, or not related to
268
curriculum development. Second, the responses of principals
were tabulated as they indicated the principals' perceptions
of which curriculum development activities should receive
top priority. This analysis ordered all of the curriculum
development activities according to the principals
' assess—
ment of priorities. Third, the responses of principals
were tabulated as they indicated which curriculum develop-
ment activities they would desire to be involved in at some
time in the future. This analysis identified the curriculum
development role which elementary school principals would
like to have in the future.
What activities do principals believe relate to the
curriculum development process? Before elementary prin-
cipals can formulate the concept of a desirable role in
the curriculum development process, they must be clear
about what they believe curriculum development is all about.
An initial way to provide information about the perceptions
of elementary principals concerning the curriculum develop-
ment process is to examine their personal definition of
curriculum development based on their identification of
activities which related to this process. This can be
accomplished through four related steps. First, the re-
sults of the questionnanire indicating the percentages of
principals relating activities to curriculum development
can be described. Second, the questionnaire data can be
analyzed and interpreted as it identifies curriculum
269
development-related activities. Third, wide variations in
the responses of urban, suburban, and rural principals can
be identified. Fourth, data from the interviews can be
reported which will indicate any differences from the
questionnaire data, and any additional information which
will help answer the above research question.
Relationship of activities to curriculum development
process . Sampled principals were asked to indicate whether
they believed each of the twenty-eight activities listed
on the questionnaire were directly related, somewhat
related, or not related to curriculum development. The
elementary school principals being surveyed were instructed
to check "directly related" if they thought that the
activity was an important part of the curriculum develop-
ment process. They were to check "somewhat related" if
they thought it played a minor part in the process, and
"not related" if they thought there was no connection be-
tween the activity and curriculum development.
It should be noted that there was a previous infer-
ence made in the first part of the questionnaire that all
listed activities were related to curriculum development.
This may account for some of the responses to this ques-
tion. However, the data reported do give a relative
indication of which activities are perceived by the prin-
cipals to be more important than others in the curriculum
development process.
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^alysis of questionnaire data
. The data reported
from the questionnaire, pertaining to elementary principals'
perceptions of which activities relate to curriculum
development, were analyzed and interpreted. Responses
of the principals are shown in table 23. The following
observations are made:
1) Half of the activities were considered to be
directly related to 75 percent or more of the
total sample of principals.
2) There were many activities which no one consid-
ered to be unrelated. Viewed from another
perspective, there were many items on which
there was unanimous agreement that the activity
was either directly or indirectly related to
curriculum development.
3) Only two items were not seen as directly related
by at least half of the principals. These are
activity 3 (Provide for parental involvement
in curriculum development) and activity 13 (Meet
with students on curriculum committees). However,
each activity was seen as somewhat related by
at least half of the principals.
Variations among urban, suburban, and rural prin-
cipals' responses . For each activity, percentages of urban.
suburban, and rural principals who indicated that they
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believed the activity was directly related to curriculum
development were examined. All activities on which the
percentages varied more than an arbitrarily-selected
difference of 25 percent were identified and are reported
in table 24. On this item, rural principals responded
lowest to all listed activities except activity 15 (Select
textbooks) and activity 3 (Provide for parental involve-
ment in curriculum development). In these two cases,
urban principals responded lowest.
Interview data concerning curriculum development-
related activities and definitions of curriculum develop-
ment . Most of the principals interviewed did not have
any activities to add or subtract from the original list.
One principal (urban) indicated that parental involvement
did not fit his situation. Two principals stated that
involving students was not appropriate at the elementary
school level. One principal requested that "initiating
curriculum change" should be part of the list.
Principals who discussed their personal definitions
of curriculum development in the interviews stressed the
following curriculum development related activities:
1) Continual reevaluation of curriculura
2) Provide for articulation among levels
3) Initiation of curriculum development by
teachers
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4) Provide for community involvement
5) Identify needs of community, school, and
students
What priorities do principals give to activities
which relate to the curriculum development process? This
research question provides for the identification of those
activities which the elementary school principals perceive
to be most important to their role in curriculum develop-
ment. Principals' responses to the activities listed on
the questionnaire were tabulated and reported in three
different ways. First, a tabular representation of
questionnaire data was compiled, listing rank order of
curriculum development activities indicating priorities,
according to relative frequencies of principals' responses.
Second, wide variations among responses of urban, suburban,
and rural principals in setting priorities were identified.
Third, the interview data were reported as it relates to
the principals' perceptions of curriculum development
priorities
.
Priorities reported from questionnaire data for all
principals in sample . Part C, on the last page of the mail-
ed questionnaire form, requested that the principals in
the random sample circle five of the twenty-eight listed
activities which they thought should have top priority as
part of the role of the elementary school principal in
curriculum development. The raw data was coded and machine
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punched onto computer cards. The results of the
prioritizing of activities are presented in table 25.
Each activity has been given a rank order according to
the frequency of principals' responses. Also reported
are the number of principals responding to each item
(each principal made five selections )
,
and the percentage
of principals responding.
Three items are missing because they were not
selected by anyone. These are activity 3 (Provide for
parental involvement in curriculum development )
,
activity
8 (Provide teacher reference material for development of
curriculum)
,
and activity 13 (Meet with students on curric-
ulum committees) . Other items receiving very low ratings
were activity 12 (Plan or present demonstration teaching)
,
activity 24 (Serve as resource person in the classroom)
,
and activity 27 (Act as chairperson on school curriculum
committee)
.
Activities receiving top priority were activity 2
(Assist teachers in evaluating the effectiveness of curric-
ulum)
,
activity 5 (Evaluate classroom instruction) , and
activity 7 (Help identify needs of learners in order to
develop curriculum objectives)
.
Variations among urban, suburban^ and rural
responses to priorities . The sample of principals listed
above was divided into three groups according to the
socio-economic characteristics of their communities. The
I
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questionnaire data, ranking activities according to
principals' priorities, were then reported under the
urban, suburban, and rural classifications. The most
frequently selected activities, in each of the classifica-
tions, are reported in table 26.
Inspection of the table reveals that;
1) There is fairly general agreement that activities
2 and 7 are a high priority; these activities
appear high in the lists for each group of
principals
.
2) Among urban principals, only activity 2 was
selected as a high priority by 50 percent or more
of the principals.
3) Among suburban principals, only activity 2 was
selected as a high priority by 50 percent or
more of the principals. Furthermore, the first
and second ranked activities are separated by a
difference of thirty-three percentage points.
4) Among rural principals, there are three activi-
ties selected as high priority by 50 percent
or more of the principals: activities 7, 2, and
20. There is high agreement on these items.
A further indication of greater consensus among rural
principals may be found in the distribution of principals'
selections. Among rural principals, there were nine acti-
vities not selected by any principal, whereas only four
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activities were not selected by urban principals and only
three activities were not selected by suburban principals.
In short, rural principals consider their top priorities
to lie within a smaller number of activities than do
urban and suburban principals.
Interview data relating to curriculum development
priorities . Two of the nine principals interviewed indi-
cated that the "basics" were their priority in curriculum
development. At the present time this activity is being
mandated by the state department of education. Other stated
priorities are:
1) Assess needs of the learners and the community
2) Provide for individual differences
3) Make curriculum more unified
4) Provide inservice education
5) Expand curriculum offerings (rural principal)
Top priority seemed to be on assessing the needs of
the children and basing the curriculum on those needs.
What would elementary school principals like to see
as their curriculum development role in the future? In
this third and final approach to research question 3, a
slightly hypothetical approach was taken to determine if
the sample principals would respond differently if the
frame of reference were removed from the situation in
which they now find themselves. For this reason the terms
286
of the question were extended to the future. This ques-
tion also allowed the principals to be more theoretical
in their responses, compared to most of the other
questions which dealt with relatively pragmatic situations.
The same sample of elementary school principals
responded to this question, in similar fashion as the
other questions. Likewise, similar procedures were used
to analyze and report the data. First, the questionnaire
data is described indicating percentages of principals'
responses to curriculum development activities which they
desired to be involved with in the future. Second, through
an analysis of the data the curriculum development activi-
ties which principals would least desire to be involved
with in the future are identified. Third, wide variations
among urban, suburban, and rural principals can be reported.
Questionnaire data indicating desired future curric-
ulum development role . For each of the listed curriculum
development activities, principals were asked to decide if
they desired to be involved in the activity in the future.
Percentages of principals responding positively to each
activity are shown in table 27 . Because of the descriptive
nature of the study, only desired activities needed to be
shown. Generally, those not listed as being desired were
listed as not desired.
The fact that the activity receiving the greatest
response was activity 5 (Evaluate classroom instruction)
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indicates that most principals would desire to maintain
their traditional role as administrator or supervisor
of instruction. However, they acknowledge the importance
of looking at the needs of the learners in order to develop
curriculum objectives, and the value of using available
community resources to support those objectives. The
sampled principals also expressed a strong interest in
innovation, as well as supporting the teacher in curriculum
development.
Since most of the listed curriculum development
activities received substantial positive identification,
it is interesting to note those which did not.
Activities least desired for curriculum development
role . Some of the activities were not selected by at least
75 percent of the principals for desired future involve-
ment. Those are:
3) Provide for parental involvement in curriculum
development (66 percent)
10) Conduct curriculum inservice workshops for
teachers (74 percent)
12) Plan or present demonstration teaching (66
percent)
13) Meet with students on curriculum committees
(40 percent)
22) Consult faculty advisory group about
textbook selection (74 percent)
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24) Serve as resource person in the classroom
(71 percent)
27) Act as chairperson on school curriculum
committee (61 percent)
Variation among responses of urban, suburban > and
rural principals to desired future role . For each
activity, percentages of urban, suburban, and rural
principals indicating they desired future involvement in
the activity were compared. Activities on which these
percentages differed by 25 percent or more were identified
and are reported in table 28.
From this table it may be observed that:
1) There is a relatively large number of
activities on which there are differences
among urban, suburban, and rural principals.
2) The percentage of rural principals desiring
future involvement in the listed activities
tends to be much lower than among either
urban and suburban principals.
3) The percentage of suburban principals desiring
future involvement in the listed activities
tends to be about the same or higher than among
urban principals.
Interview data about future role of principal
curriculum development . Five of the nine elementary prin-
cipals interviewed stressed the need for more time to allow
VARIATION
AMONG
URBAN,
SUBURBAN,
AND
RURAL
PRINCIPALS:
DESIRED
FUTURE
CURRICULUM
DEVELOPMENT
ACTIVITIES
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for their desired role in curriculum development. Eight
of the principals stated that they wanted input into the
curriculum development process, although only two wanted
direct control. Most principals basically just wanted to
be informed and believed that the teachers should have most
of the responsibility for curriculum development.
Individual suggestions concerning the future curric-
ulum development role of the elementary school principal
which were stated during the interviews were:
1) Ongoing role in curriculum development
2) More autonomy for individual building
3) Freer hand in textbook selection
4) More input at initial stages
5) Involvement in all stages of curriculum devel-
opment
6) Assisting of teachers in curriculum development
7) Supervison to be sure curriculum is carried out
8) Purchasing of more materials
Summary for research question 3 . Research question 3
inquired into the desired role of selected elementary
school principals in the curriculum development process.
As in the discussion of question 2, three approaches to
this major question, each related to a specific sub-
question, were followed. First, sampled elementary prin-
cipals specified the activities which they believed were
related to curriculum development. This was accomplished
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by indicating on a questionnaire which of twenty-eight
carefully selected activities were directly related,
somewhat related, or not related to curriculum development.
Second, the same group of elementary principals in-
dicated their curriculum development priorities from among
the identical list of twenty-eight activities. Third, data
from the questionnaires and interviews were analyzed and
reported in order to determine which activities the
desired for their future role in curriculum
development
.
Variations within the data for urban, suburban, and
rural principals within the total random sample were
identified and reported during the analysis of data for
each of the three sub-questions used to help answer research
question 3 as described above.
In closing the discussion of the third research
question, descriptive data identifying the sampled prin-
cipals' desired curriculum development role can be
summarized. First, the principals' perceptions, as
indicated by the questionnaire data, showed that almost
all principals agreed that the activities listed were
either directly or indirectly related to curriculum devel-
opment. Moreover, most principals thought that all of the
activities listed on the questionnaire were directly
related to curriculum development. The only outstanding
exceptions to this were providing for student and parent
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involvement. Differences among urban, suburban, and
principals * responses appeared to depend upon
local resources and organizational patterns. It is
obvious that rural principals could not work with system-
wide specialists
. if there were none available. The
interview data supported the questionnaire data concerning
the relation of the activities to the principals' curric-
ulum development role. Furthermore, only one of the
principals who were interviewed made any additions to
the list; he suggested "initiating curriculum change."
Second, curriculum development activities chosen as
current priorities by sampled principals included assisting
teachers in evaluating the curriculum, helping to identify
the needs of learners to develop curriculum objectives,
evaluating classroom instruction, and developing the
school budget. The last two activities, although often
thought of as purely supervisory and administrative func-
tions, received priority curriculum development status
from the principals completing the questionnaire. Gen-
erally, most of the urban, suburban, and rural principals
agreed on the top priority selections. Of the three
sample groups, there was greatest agreement among the
principals within the rural sample. When interviewed, and
asked about curriculum development priorities, most prin-
cipals mentioned the importance of assessing the needs of
learners to develop curriculum objectives. This supports
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the questionnaire data. Also, the interviews indicated
strong evidence that curriculum development priorities
were often set by state—mandated programs and policies.
Third, and closely related to the first two approaches
to question 3, principals indicated their desired future
curriculum development role by selecting desired curric-
ulum development activities. The most desired future
activities, which ranked second and third as current
priorities, were evaluating classroom instruction and
helping to identify the needs of learners in order to
develop curriculum objectives. Others closely following
these two activities were assisting teachers in curriculum
development and involving the teachers and the school in
innovative projects. Interestingly enough, developing the
school budget was seen as a highly desirable curriculum
activity, while chairing a school curriculum committee
was not. The least desirable activities, as perceived by
the sample principals, were involving students and parents
in the curriculum development process and planning or
presenting demonstration teaching. (As the principals
explained during the interviews, the ability levels of
elementary students deters their involvement in long-range
curriculum planning.)
Among the separate sample groups, urban principals
expressed less desire for future involvement than the
suburban or rural principals.
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Finally
,
the total sample of elementary school
principals expressed a great desire for involvement in
the curriculum development process, but made clear their
reservations and particular concerns regarding the type of
involvement.
This chapter was concerned with research questions
2 and 3 of the present research study. These questions
asked about the present and future roles of elementary
school principals in the curriculum development process.
A descriptive response to these questions was obtained
from a purposefully stratified random sample of elementary
school principals through the use of both questionnaires
and interviews.
Specific questions were asked about what curriculum
development activities were delegated to and initiated
by elementary principals, and how much time was devoted
to these activities. Also, the sample principals were
questioned about the activities which they thought related
to curriculum development, their priorities from among
these activities, and their desired future role in the
curriculum development process.
The summary of the complete findings of the present
research study is found in the next chapter, along with
a discussion of possible implications and recommendations
for further study about the elementary school principal
and his or her role in the curriculum development process.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, IMPLICATIONS OF THE FINDINGS, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH
This chapter summarizes the findings of this re-
search study and discusses their theoretical and practical
implications. In addition, this concluding chapter
identifies important topics for further research.
Summary of the Study
The purpose of this descriptive research study
was to determine the prescribed and currently performed
role of elementary school principals in the curriculum
development process, and to determine what role in
curriculum development elementary school principals
desire to have in the future.
Briefly stated, this study examined the percep-
tions of authors, researchers, and sampled practicing
elementary school principals about the role of the elemen-
tary school principal in the curriculum development
process. The design of the research study consisted of
two parts. First, literature and research findings
about the elementary school principal's curriculum
development role were reviewed and reported. This part
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of the study provided an historic perspective for the
study. Additionally, it served to provide a list of
twenty-eight curriculum development activities which were
an important component of the investigator's primary
survey instrument. The list included a cross-section of
curriculum development responsibilities which represented
a consensus of opinion from among the many authors
reviewed.
Also, thirty-seven selected elementary school
principals were surveyed, through mailed questionnaires
and personal interviews, in order to determine their
perceptions about their present role in curriculum develop-
ment and about what their roles should be in the future.
Research data from this survey were analyzed and reported.
The current research study included thirty-seven
elementary school principals, randomly selected from among
urban, suburban and rural populations of public elementary
school principals found in the school districts of Hampden
County in southwestern Massachusetts. These principals
were believed to be representative of a large and varied
population of principals. The interview process
involved nine of the original sample of principals divided
evenly among urban, suburban, and rural categories.
Finally, the descriptive data collected, analyzed,
and reported in the present study were related to three
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major and nine complementary research questions which
guided the study. The questions are listed below.
Research Question 1. What do selected literature
and research findings state about the prescribed and
actual role of the elementary principal in curriculum
deve lopment?
A. What do authors in school administration
suggest about the role of elementary school
principals in the curriculum development process?
B. What do authors in curriculum development
suggest about the role of the elementary
principal in the curriculum development process?
C. What are the conclusions of selected previous
research studies about the role of the
elementary school principal in curriculum
deve lopment?
Research Question 2. What is the current role of
the selected elementary school principals in the curriculum
development process?
A. What curriculum development activities are
delegated to the principals?
B. What curriculum development activities are
initiated by the principals?
C. How much time do principals devote to the
curriculum development process?
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Research Question 3. what do selected elementary
school principals believe their curriculum development
role should be?
A. What activities do principals believe relate
to the curriculum development process?
B. What priorities do principals give to activities
which relate to the curriculum development
process?
C. What would elementary school principals like
to see as their curriculum development role
in the future?
The first major research question was concerned
with the description of the elementary principal's
past and present curriculum development roles by
educational theorists, practitioners, and researchers.
Three approaches to this question were followed.
First, books and articles of writers in the field of
school administration were reviewed to determine what
these authors had to say about the curriculum development
role of the elementary principal. This section of the
review included books and articles published over a
period of nearly three decades. Although many changes
took place in the schools and society during that time
period, the viewpoints of authors in the field of school
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administration concerning the elementary principal's role
in curriculum development remained rather constant.
The opinions of most of the authors who wrote
about school administration was that the elementary
principal should have a definite instructional leadership
role within the individual school. It was stressed by
most of the writers that the elementary school should
have more autonomy in curriculum development, including
all phases of the process: initiating, planning, imple-
menting, evaluating, and revising. This autonomy,
which was seen by some to be increasing, placed greater
responsibility for curriculum development on the individual
school principal.
The specific curriculum leadership role, advocated
by most writers in school administration, took on
varying degrees of proportion and importance. There
was some difference of opinion about the degree of the
principal's involvement, which often depended upon the
author's definition of leadership. However, the consensus
seemed to be that the elementary school principal
should coordinate, facilitate, and evaluate the curriculum
efforts of the teachers and specialists within the
schools and school systems. The authors reviewed in
this section did not discuss the principal's preparedness
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for curriculum development leadership, but assumed that,
given the responsibility and authority, he or she could
handle the job. The emphasis placed on the cooperative
role indicated that other participants in the curriculum
development process were especially important. Teachers,
subject specialists, parents, and community members
were listed as being important components in assessing
the needs of the pupils and the community, and in
developing a program to meet those needs.
Besides providing leadership through the role of
coordinator, elementary school principals were
perceived by these authors as holding a leadership role
as manager of human relations within the individual
school. In this role, the principal is expected to
create or support the kind of climate or atmosphere which
would stimulate, encourage, and support the curriculum
development efforts of the entire staff. This is mentioned
by some of the authors as the way the principal may
positively influence the "hidden curriculum" within the
school. Another way the principals are seen to indirectly
influence the school curriculum although sometimes
negatively, is thorugh the routine administrative
decisions made daily concerning such management
activities as scheduling, providing supplies, testing
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and reporting, and evaluating and managing personnel.
The hidden curriculum" is always present despite
the kind of formal organizational framework which
exists in the individual school or school system. This
part of the review did not identify any change in the
theoretical veiwpoint of authors regarding the "hidden
curriculum" over the past several decades. However,
there has been a definite change during the last decade
in the practical application of their theoretical
position. The effect of arbitration and professional
negotiations, increase of management tasks, adherence
to new laws, decline in enrollments and closing of schools
have added new increased pressures which seriously
hinder the elementary principal in carrying out his role
as instructional leader within the school. Later
writings describe more frustration within elementary
school administration because of the conflicts between
theoretical and practical application.
The second approach to the first research question
consisted of a review of literature in the field of
curriculum development which related to the elementary
school principalship . As in the previous approach, the
authors were reviewed chronologically in order to
provide a comprehensive description of the elementary
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school principal's past and present curriculum develop-
ment role.
Again, there was a tremendous emphasis put on the
importance of the individual elementary school as a key
unit for effective curriculum development efforts, fo-
cusing attention on the role of the elementary princi-
pal in that effort. Moreover, the majority of authors
reviewed here agreed that the position of the elemen-
tary school principal between the central school system
personnel and the teachers required that he or she ful-
fill a key role in coordinating activities of all of
the members of the curriculum development team.
Although most of these authors identified the
teachers as the most important component in the cur-
riculum development process, they wrote about the real
need for democratic leadership on the part of the prin-
cipal. They stressed the fact that curriculum theory
should be applied by the principal in planning for im-
provement of the school program. In spite of the fact
that many of the authors advocated group decision making,
the prescribed role of the elementary principal in cur-
ticulum development called for strong, dynamic leader-
ship .
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Some of the role designations for principals dis-
cussed and defended by various curriculum commenta-
tors included initiator, innovator, coordinator, fa-
cilitator, program planner, and evaluator, as well as
various combinations of these. In several instances
writers defined their concepts of the curriculum devel-
opment role of the elementary school principal by
listing activities which specifically identified the
principal's curriculum development responsibilities.
Those activities commonly identified were:
1) Assist and encourage teachers in curriculum
development
2) Develop objectives for curriculum
3) Inform the parents and community about the
curriculum
4) Develop in-service programs for curriculum
development
5) Evaluate the curriculum
6) Organize curriculum committees
7) Provide materials and other resources for
curriculum development
8) Encourage public participation in curriculum
development
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Although the review of the literature did not
indicate any major changes or trends in the ideas of
curriculum specialists during the past five decades
concerning their concept of the idealistic curriculum
development role of the elementary principal, their
^^itings during the past decade have pointed out increas-
ing complexities and conflicts in actual practice. It
was explained that these role conflicts were often
created by a combination of problems such as time re-
strictions, lack of sufficient and appropriate educa-
tional background, added managerial duties, school
closings due to declining enrollments, different com-
munity and parental expectations and demands, lack of
sufficient resources, added school services, state and
federal regulations, and teacher contract negotiations.
Several authors suggested that some of these conflicts
could be overcome by utilizing all possible resources
at the principal's disposal, including materials and
personnel.
The final approach to answering the first research
question consisted of a review of previous research
studies. Because each of the research studies reviewed
in Chapter 2 had different variables, component parts,
and objectives, it is difficult to generalize about
their findings.
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Yet, this review of research substantiated that
the elementary school principal was perceived by several
authors to have an important leadership role in curri-
culum development. Although the specifics sometimes
differed, the role was generally seen as that of coor-
dinator, facilitator, and evaluator in the curriculum
development process.
Specific curriculum development activities which
were mentioned in various studies throughout the re-
view of research are:
1) Initiate curriculum projects of concern to
teachers
2) Provide materials and facilities for curriculum
development
3) Provide opportunities for teachers to work
on curriculum projects
4) Provide in-service opportunities
5) Coordinate available curriculum development
services and personnel
6) Develop a favorable school climate and group
atmosphere
7) Set up curriculum study groups
8) Help adapt the curriculum to the needs of
atypical children
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9)
Work cooperatively with central office staff
10) Encourage pupi 1-teacher planning
11) Work with staff to evaluate curriculum
12) Communicate with parents and community about
curriculum
13) Work on system-wide curriculum committees
14) Give attention to philosophy of education
15) Supervise teaching- learning situations
16) Work cooperatively with teachers to set up
curriculum objectives
In summary, the descriptive information obtained
from the review of literature describes the prescribed
and actual roles of the elementary school principal in
curriculum development. Also, many of the items
making up the investigative instruments were drawn from
the review. Thus, the review of literature and research
findings provided an answer to the first research ques-
tion of the study.
The next major research question focused on the
current role of selected elementary school principals
in the curriculum development process. Three approaches
to this question, each expressed in a specific sub-
question, were adopted.
First, the responses of principals to question-
naire items and interview questions relating to
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curriculum development activities which had been ini-
tiated by them, were identified. Both of these two
research questions were answered simultaneously since
they both corresponded to the same or closely related
data from the present study.
The sources of present responsibility for curricu-
lum development activities were identified through an
analysis of questionnaire and interview data. For
each of the twenty-eight activities listed on the
mailed questionnaire, the sampled principals were asked
to indicate whether responsibli ty for the activity was
delegated to them or initiatied by them. All data were
analyzed and tabulated for the total sample and broken
down for the urban, suburban, and rural samples.
Only activity 4 (Develop school budget) was con-
sistently reported by a large number of principals (82
percent) as being delegated to them. Some activities,
such as activity 13 (Meet with students on curriculum
committees) and activity 3 (Provide parental involvement
in curriculum development) were seldom, if ever, men-
tioned as being either delegated or initiated. Accord-
ing to the present data, these later two activities
were not considered to be a part of the curriculum de-
velopment role of the elementary principal.
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Almost twice as many activities were listed as
being initiated by the principals as were listed as
being delegated to them. The delegated activities most
listed by the total sample of elementary
principals appear to fall primarily into administrative
or managerial roles. None of the six most frequently
listed activities directly relate to the curriculum
development process within the individual school build-
ing, although all indirectly do affect the individual
school curriculum, particularly the hidden curriculum.
Furthermore, those activities least frequently dele-
gated to the principals seem to be the type that would
support curriculum development within the individual
school.
The activity most frequently initiated by the prin-
cipals was activity 26 (Encourage use of community re-
sources)
,
an activity which almost three-fourths of the
principals feel strongly enough about to initiate on
their own. It also should be pointed out that several
of the most frequently initiated activities are those
in which the principals are placing themselves in a
supporting curriculum development role with the teachers.
Most of the principals sampled in the interview
process indicated that their curriculum development role
was determined largely by delegation of responsibility
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to them through their general job description. They
pointed out that some curriculum development tasks have
been dictated by state requirements, such as special
needs legislation and state mandated basic skills pro-
grams. However, some of the principals suggested that
locally delegated responsibli ties may be general in
nature and may allow for a degree of latitude on the
part of the principal. Additionally, they indicated
that they may initiate curriculum development activi-
ties if they have a special interest in a particular
area of the curriculum.
In the third and final approach to research ques-
tion number 2, the principals were asked to indicate
how frequently they engaged in each of the listed
twenty-eight activities. In order to determine fre-
quency of involvement, each activity was matched with
five choices: daily, weekly, monthly, yearly, or no
involvement.
The activities most frequently reported as part
of the principal's regular daily schedule are, in rank
order: evaluate classroom instruction, insure that
teachers follow prescribed curriculum, provide supplies,
identify needs of learners in order to develop cur-
riculum objectives, and assist the teacher in evalu-
ating the effectiveness of the curriculum. However,
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it is important to note that only the first activity
received over fifty percent response.
Perhaps a clearer, more specific approach to the
question is to analyze the responses on the question-
naire which indicated that principals had no involve-
ment in particular curriculum development activities.
Those activities in which the principals most frequent-
ly reported no involvement are
,
in rank order: meet
with students on curriculum committees, provide for
parental involvement in curriculum development, plan
or present demonstration teaching, act as chairperson
on school curriculum committees, consult faculty ad-
visory group about textbook selection, and conduct
curriculum inservice workshops for teachers. The first
three activities received over fifty percent response
to no involvement.
Further, none of the activities received a very
high response on a monthly basis. Seventy-six percent
of the principals stated that they developed the school
budget on a yearly basis. Fifty-eight percent also
stated that they selected textbooks on a yearly basis.
During the interviews, principals stressed the
difficulty they had encountered in attempting to report
specific time allotments for the various curriculum
development activities. They pointed out that their
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curriculum development responsibilities were not accom-
plished on a regular schedule which could be easily
measured or differentiated. They reported that their
involvement in curriculum work was often on an al-
tsrnating schedule with different subject areas re-
ceiving more attention during certain years than others.
Their responses also seemed to indicate that their in-
volvement in curriculum development was on a system-
wide basis more often than within their individual
schools
.
In summary, the second major research question
supported the findings of the review of literature by
indicating that the curriculum development role of the
elementary principal, in practice, is often less than
that advanced by many theorists in curriculum and
school administration. The delegated activities which
represent administrative, managerial, and supervisory
roles took up the greatest percentage of their time.
Curriculum development activities were generally found
to be initiated by the principals, and represented
such supportive roles as coordinator and facilitator.
The third and last major research question of
the present study inquired about the perceptions which
elementary school principals had concerning their
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desired curriculum development role. Again, three ap-
proaches, each expressed in a specific research sub-
question, were followed.
First, the analysis of the questionnaire data
identified activities which the principals believed
were related, somewhat related, or not related to cur-
riculum development. Through this approach, the fol-
lowing observations were made;
1. Half of the activities were considered to
be directly related to curriculum development
by seventy-five percent or more of the total
sample of principals.
2. There were many items on which there was u-
nanimous agreement that the activity was
either directly or indirectly related to cur-
riculum development.
3. Only two items were not seen as directly re-
lated by at least half of the principals.
These are activity 3 (Provide for parental
involvement in curriculum development) , and
activity 13 (Meet with students on curricu-
lum committees) . However, each activity was
seen as somewhat related by at least half of
the principals.
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It was not surprising to find such overwhelming
agreement that the activities were related to the cur-
riculum development process. To the contrary, their
initial selection was based on the consensus of numer-
ous theorists and practitioners in the field of cur-
riculum development. The personal interview with part
of the original sample also supported the above findings.
The second approach to the third major research ques-
tion analyzed and reported the responses of principals
as they indicated their perceptions of which activities
were most important as part of their role in curriculum
development.
On the last page of the mailed questionnaire,
sampled principals were requested to circle five of the
twenty-eight listed activities which they thought
should have top priority as part of the role of the
elementary school principal in curriculum development.
The results were tabulated and all of the activities
were ordered according to the principal's assessment
of priorities. The activity receiving the highest
rating as a priority in the curriculum development
process was activity 2 (Assist teachers in evaluating
the effectiveness of the curriculum) . This activity
was selected by sixty-nine percent of the sampled
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principals. The second ranked selection, activity 7
(Help identify needs of learners in order to develop
curriculum objectives), was picked by fifty-one per-
cent of the sample principals. Other priority cur-
riculum activities, activity 5 (Evaluate classroom
instruction)
,
activity 4 (Develop school budget)
,
and
activity 1 (Serve on system-wide curriculum committee)
,
were ranked third, fourth, and fifth respectively.
Three activities were not selected by anyone.
These are activity 3 (Provide for parental involve-
ment in curriculum development)
,
activity 8 (Provide
teacher reference material for development of curricu-
lum)
,
and activity 13 (Meet with students on curricu-
lum committees)
. Other items receiving very low rat-
ings were activity 12 (Plan or present demonstration
teaching)
,
activity 24 (Serve as resource person in the
classroom)
,
and activity 27 (Act as chairperson on
school curriculum committee)
.
The activity most often stated during the inter-
views as a curriculum development priority was assess-
ing the needs of the learners. This finding showed
close agreement with the questionnaire responses. The
current trend toward stressing the basics was also
represented among the priorities mentioned during the
interview process.
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The third and final approach to the third research
question identified the curriculum development role which
elementary principals would like to have in the future.
The list of desired future curriculum development ac-
tivities was not identical to the list of present
priorities, although it was rather similar. The ac-
tivities receiving the greatest responses were activity
5 (Evaluate classroom instruction) and activity 7 (Help
identify needs of learners in order to develop curricu-
lum objectives) . The second highest responses were
reported for activity 26 (Encourage use of community
resources)
,
activity 2 (Assist teachers in evaluating
the effectiveness of the curriculum)
,
activity 4 (De-
velop school budget)
,
activity 9 (Assist teachers in
selecting curriculum materials)
,
activity 19 (Involve
school in innovative projects)
,
and activity 20 (Help
teachers develop innovative projects)
.
Since most of the listed curriculum development
activities received substantial positive identification,
it is interesting to note those which did not. The
seven activities which were not selected by at least
seventy-five percent of the principals for desired fu-
ture involvement were:
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3) Provide for parental involvement in curricu-
lum development (66 percent)
10) Conduct curriculum inservice workshops for
teachers (74 percent)
12) Plan or present demonstration teaching
(66 percent)
13) Meet with students on curriculum committees
(40 percent)
22) Consult faculty advisory group about textbook
selection (74 percent)
24) Serve as resource person in the classroom
(71 percent)
27) Act as chairperson on school curriculum
committee (61 percent)
The interview data revealed that the majority of
sampled principals wanted to be more involved in curric-
ulum development in the future (several said that they
wanted to be kept informed or be a part of the local
curriculum development process) and desired more time
to accomplish this. Although most of the principals de-
sired a greater curriculum development role, there was
little evidence of a desire to exert strong leadership
in curriculum development within the individual school.
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In summary, the third major research question was
answered through the questionnaire and interview data
which reported that the sampled elementary school prin-
cipals wanted to be involved in curriculum development,
but merely in the roles of facilitator or coordinator
in the curriculum development process. They seemed to
be comfortable with the delegated activities such as
budget development, instructional evaluation, and
coordination of materials and personnel, and initiated
activities such as assisting teachers, and facilitating
curriculum development; but shied away from direct
leadership and curriculum decision making within their
individual schools.
Implications of the Current Research Findings
The generally accepted belief that the elementary
school principal should be the educational leader of
the individual school, a key figure in the operation
or administration of the school program, leads one
to inquire about his or her role in the development of
the school curriculum, including planning initiation,
implementation, evaluation, and revision. The current
study described the present role of the elementary
school principal in the curriculum development process,
and the elementary principal's perception of a desired
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future curriculum development role. From these data,
ten educational implications are presented for considera-
tion and future study.
Findings suggest that there is a conflict among
the varied roles of the elementary principal which
relate to the curriculum development process. In the-
ory the principal is expected to show leadership in
curriculum development; but in practice he or she gen-
erally seems to play more of a supporting role through
coordination, facilitation, and evaluation. Although
the sampled elementary school principals expressed a
desire to be more involved in the curriculum develop-
ment process, their delegated duties (those which neces-
sarily receive greater attention on a regular basis)
tended to be administrative or managerial in nature.
Moreover, because principals see themselves as facilita-
tors (assisting teachers and providing a supportive
climate for curriculum development) , and not curricu-
lum decision makers, there is often a leadership vacuum
in the curriculum development process. This can lead
to teachers becoming frustrated when problems arise
and reverting to textbook selection as a substitute for
rational curriculum development. Until the curriculum
development function of the elementary principal is
clarified and strengthened, it can be expected that the
322
elementary principal will be less than successful in
actual practice of curriculum development.
Based on the questionnaire and interview data
from the current study, it appears that the basic role
of the elementary school principal in the curriculum
development process is accomplished within system-
wide curriculum committees. Since the findings of
the study showed that the principal does not perform
a decisive leadership role within the individual school,
apparently most of the stated curriculum is prescribed
from outside the individual school environment. This
suggests that the elementary school curriculum may not
accurately reflect the real needs of the students.
Principals surveyed indicated that assessing the needs
of the students to development curriculum objectives
was a primary concern, but their weak curriculum
development role may not be sufficient to insure that
this concern is successfully manifested in the school
curriculum.
The findings of the current study seem to in-
dicate that the influence of the elementary principal
in curriculum development may be more indirect than
direct. Since the data show that sampled elementary
principals spend most of their time on administrative
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or managerial activiites within their schools, and may
be better prepared to do so, they would therefore have
a greater effect on the hidden curriculum than on the
emerging or stated school curriculum. Although this
effect on the curriculum may be positive, it probably
would not qualify the elementary principal to be
classified as an educational school leader. However,
the study indicated that the elementary principal may
possibly have affected the hidden curriculum positively
by providing and maintaining an appropriate climate for
curriculum development within the school.
It is implied by the findings of both the re-
view of literature and the current survey data that
the curriculum development role of the elementary
school principal is determined to a great extent by
different combinations of variables which come to bear
on public elementary schools and their chief administra-
tors. Critical variables identified through the study
are: time, educational background, state and federal
regulations, available materials and personnel, finan-
cial resources, contract negotiations, and size of school
and community.
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The current absence of a strong, effective,
practical leadership role in curriculum development
for the elementary school principal suggests that
school systems will be compelled to organize available
personnel in order to fill the vacuum. It is important
that the educational leadership within each school
system understand the actual curriculum development
capabilities of the elementary school principal and his
or her ability to utilize those capabilities within
the existing school and community environment. This
may mean more individual school autonomy in curriculum
development, or stronger system-wide curriculum com-
mittees, depending on the particular conditions in each
individual school and school system.
The present study suggests an immediate need
for schools and school systems to develop or adopt an
appropriate design for curriculum development, within
which the curriculum development role of the elementary
principal would be clearly defined. The presence of
such a design would aid in reducing the conflicts and
ambiguity which presently seem to exist. Moreover, the
school officials must first insure that all involved
p0rsonnel are knowledgeable about curriculum develop-
ment theory and practice so that these individuals can
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make intelligent decisions when selecting and implement-
ing such a design. Interview data indicate that most
elementary principals do not operate according to a
ined curriculum development design despite
the fact that most principals reported that their cur-
riculum development responsibilities were delegated to
them through their job description.
Another implication derived from this study is
that there is a practical need for further clarifica-
tion or definition of terms associated with the cur-
riculum development process. The review of literature
was complicated by the vague use of terminology by
many writers, both in school administration and cur-
riculum theory. Furthermore, the results of the cur-
rent survey were certainly affected by the personal
definitions of curriculum development held by partici-
pating elementary school principals. Although the
investigator was aware of this problem throughout the
study, and took every possible caution to avoid com-
pounding the confusion caused by careless use of crit-
ical terminology, it should be noted that there is no
positive assurance that all principals were applying
identical meanings to survey questions. It would seem
that the entire curriculum process, as well as the role
of the elementary principal, would benefit from a
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better understanding of the meaning of curriculum
and the steps in the curriculum development process.
The findings of the study present serious im-
plications for the future preparation of elementary
school administrators. The description of the present
and desired curriculum development role of the elemen-
tary principal suggests that graduate school programs
should include specific information about curriculum
theory and its practical application if their graduates
are to become educational leaders capable of assuming
an effective and dynamic role in the curriculum develop-
ment process. It is possible that the elementary prin-
cipals surveyed in the present study selected a role
as a coordinator or facilitator in the curriculum deve-
lopment process because they did not believe themselves
to be adequately equipped to guide others in the process
of making curriculum decisions.
Closely related to the previous implication is
the apparent need to improve the curriculum development
knowledge and skills of practicing elementary school
principals. The responses of the sampled principals
seem to indicate a lack of confidence about accepting
a strong leadership role in curriculum development
within their own schools. Although the participating
principals experienced a desire to assist teachers in
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curriculum development, they did not want to chair a
school curriculum committee. Again, this might indi-
cate a lack of preparation for curriculum development
leadership on the part of the elementary principal.
If so, some type of appropriate in-service program
should be conducted to give the elementary principals
the ability to plan, initiate, implement, evaluate,
and revise the curriculum within the individual
schools
.
Finally, there is a strong likelihood that cur-
rent pressures, and others not yet in focus, will
create some changes in the roles of the elementary
school principal. Data from the present study indicate
that the elementary principal's curriculum develop-
ment role is in a state of fluctuation which could re-
sult in undetermined future roles and responsibilities.
Therefore, elementary principals should seriously con-
sider the possibility of future changes and prepare
themselves accordingly. If they are not adequately
prepared, others might step in and fill the leadership
void.
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Recommendations for Further Research
The present investigator analyzed previous methods
of research and compared the findings of previous
studies in order to plan and execute a comprehensive
research study which would present a complete and ac-
curate description of the role of the elementary
school principal in the curriculum development process.
Several suggestions are presented here for further re-
search studies which would expand upon the current study
and provide more information about elementary school
administration in general and administrators' curriculum
development role in particular.
A replication of the present study with a dif-
ferent sample of principals would possibly support the
validity and reliability of the findings. Although
steps were taken to make this small sample as repre-
sentative as possible of a cross-section of many dif-
ferent principals, the findings would be supported if
data were generated for a larger sample of principals,
or a sample in a different geographic area.
Because of the descriptive nature of this present
research study, independent variables were not identi-
fied prior to the study for the purpose of determining
correlations or variances. It would be of interest
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to isolate variables which are reported in the present
descriptive findings and conduct further research to
determine their effect on the quality of school cur-
riculum. Also, more information about the determinants
the principal's curriculum development role would
greatly add to the planning for future roles for elemen-
tary principals. Further research with carefully
planned statistical analysis and larger samples of ur-
ban, suburban, and rural principals, might identify
significant differences among these three groups. In
this case hypotheses could be generated and data analyzed
to identify differences, and determine their statisti-
cal importance.
Finally, the present study has indicated that
elementary school principals actually do not have a
strong leadership role in the curriculum development
process. As the literature review and present research
data suggest, they tend to hold supportive curriculum
development roles as coordinators and facilitators,
while devoting most of their time to administrative
and managerial activities within their individual
schools. If elementary principals do not exert their
potential influence as educational leaders in the cur-
riculum development process, others will fill the
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vacuum, and they will risk the loss of their position
in the educational profession.
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APPENDIX B
CORRESPONDENCE WITH SAMPLED PRINCIPALS
354
Center for Curriculum Studies
School of Education
University of Massachusetts
Amherst, Massachusetts
Dear Fellow Principal:
Enclosed with this letter is a survey which should re-
quire only a few minutes of your time. It is part of a
study of the role of elementary school principals in the
curriculum development process. The research is being
conducted under the direction of the Center for Curriculum
Studies in the School of Education at the University of
Massachusetts
.
Your cooperation in filling out this survey will help
us to better understand the present responsibilities and
desired future responsibilities of principals in curricu-
lum development.
Because a small sample in a limited geographical area
has been selected for the purpose of this study, your re-
sponse is especially important.
Please complete the survey at your earliest oppor-
tunity and return it in the stamped self-addressed enve-
lope. Be assured that your answers will be held in the
strictest confidence.
Thank you for your professional assistance. Your
participation in this study is greatly appreciated.
Sincerely
,
John R. Rosenberg
Principal
John Ashley School
West Springfield, Massachusetts
355
Center for Curriculum Studies
School of Education
University of Massachusetts
Amherst, Massachusetts
Dear Fellow Principal;
As of this date I have not received your copy of
A Survey of the Role of Elementary School Principals in
the Curriculum Development Process . In the event that
it did not reach you because of the holiday mail, I am
enclosing another copy and a stamped self-addressed
envelope
.
Please take a few minutes to complete it and drop
it in the mail so that your answers may be included in
the final study data. Information from the individual
surveys, filled out by elementary school principals in
this area, will be tallied by computer at the Graduate
Research Center at the University of Massachusetts as
soon as all responses are in.
If you have already mailed out the survey, please
disregard this notice.
Thank you for your assistance. Your cooperation is
greatly appreciated.
Sincerely
,
John R. Rosenberg
Principal
John Ashley School
West Springfield, Massachusetts
APPENDIX C
SURVEY INSTRUMENTS
A SURVEY
OF
THE ROLE OF ELEKENTARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS
Jii
THE CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT PROCESS
Preparea by:
John R. Rosenberg
Center for Curriculum Studies
School of Education
University of Massachusetts
Amherst, Massachusetts
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SECTION I. BACKGROUND INFORMATION
This part of the survey is composed of items about you, your
school, and school system. Please complete each item if appropriate.
Data about principal ;
1. Are you a full-time principal? yes no
2. Number of years in education (including administration):
3. Number of years as an elementary school principal:
A. Your highest degree:
5.
Have you had specific courses in curriculum development?
yes no If yes, how many?
Data about school
:
6.
Number of elementary schools you administer:
7. Total number of classrooms:
8. Do you have secretarial help?
yes, full-time yes, part-time no
9.
Do you have a vice-principal? yes no
If yes, does he/she have curriculum development
responsibilities within your school? yes no_
10 . What other personnel, within your school, have curriculum
development responsibilities?
teachers: yes no others:
Data about school system :
11. Number of elementary schools in school system:
12. Check the available personnel in your school system who have
curriculum development responsibilities:
Curriculum Coordinator Elementary Supervisor or
Director of Curriculum Director of Elementary
or Instruction Education
Subject Area Supervisors Assistant Superintendent
How many? responsible for
curriculum
Others
(Please go on to page 2)
359
2
SECTION II. SELECTION OF ACTIVITIES RELATED TO CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT
Part A.
DIRECTIONS :
In this part of the survey we are interested In determining the
extent of your involvement in curriculum development activities and
whether your Involvement is delegated to you or Initiated by you.
In Column I please check whether your present involvement in each
of the listed activities is on a daily, weekly, monthly, or yearly basis.
By checking "daily" you would indicate that the activity is part of
your regular schedule which would be expected to exist on a continual
basis throughout the school year. "Weekly," "monthly," or "yearly"
would indicate that you were actively engaged in that activity only
several times during that respective time period. Check "no involve-
ment" if the activity Is not part of your job as an elementary school
principal
.
It will not be necessary to determine exact time allotments for
each activity. Please make as close an estimate as you can.
In Column I I please check whether each of the activities in which
you are involved is delegated to you (by some superior within the school
system or through your contract or job description) or initiated by
you. If you Indicated "no involvement," do not check Column II for that
particular activi ty
.
Activities
COLUMN 1 COLUMN 1
1
Extent of your
1 nvol vement
Source of your
Respons i bi 1 i tv
Daily 1
Weekly
£
w
1
Yearly
Ho 1
nvol
vement
Delegated
to
You
Ini
t
iated
by
You
1. Serve on systemwide curriculum
2. Assist teachers in evaluating the
3. Provide for parental involvement in
curriculum develooment
k. Develop school budget
5. Evaluate classroom Instruction
6. Serve as member of school curriculum
(Please go on to page 3)
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COLUMN 1 COLUMN 1 1
Ex
n
tent of your
vol vement
Source of your
Respons i bi 1 i ty
Activi ties
Dai
ly
Weekly
Month
ly
[
Yearly
No 1
nvol
vement
Delegated
to
You
Ini
t
lated
by
You
7. Help identify needs of learners in
order to develop curriculum objectives
S. Provide teacher reference material
for develooment of curriculum
9. Assist teachers in selecting
curriculum materials
10. Conduct curriculum inservice
workshops for teachers
11. Consult with curriculum specialists
in school system
12. Plan or present demonstration
teaching
13- Meet with students on curriculum
committees
14. Set up meetings for teachers
with curriculum specialists
15. Select textbooks
16. Plan programs for students with
special needs
17. Provide supplies for teachers' use
18. Evaluate curriculum materials
19. Involve school in innovative projects
20. Help teachers develop innovative
proiects
21. Inform parents about curriculum
22. Consult faculty advisory group about
textbook selection
23. Discuss educational research with
facu 1 ty
24. Serve as resource person in the
25. Insure that teachers follow prescribed
curriculum
26. Encourage use of community resources
27. Act as chairperson on school
28. Utilize school philosophy to develop
(Please go on to page 4)
SECTION II. SELECTION OF ACTIVITIES REI.ATED TO CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT
Part B.
DIRECTIONS ;
In this part of the survey we want to find out if your perception
is that the listed activities are related to curriculum development or
not related. We also want to find out if you would desire to have these
activities be part of your job in the future. Please check both columns
regardless of whether or not the activity is part of your present Job.
In Column I check "directly related" if you think that the activity
is an important part of the curriculum development process. Check
"somewhat related" if you think it plays a minor part in the process,
and "not related" if you think there is no connection between the activity
and curriculum development. There is no right or wrong answer, and your
response will depend upon your own definition of curriculum development.
In Column I I indicate whether or not you would desire this activity
to be your responsibility as an elementary school principal in the future.
(Please check one response in each column)
Activi ties
COLUMN 1 COLUMN 1
1
Relation of Activity
to
Curriculum Development
four Des i red
Future
1 nvol vement
Di
reel
ly
Re
laCed
Somewhat
Re
1
ated
Not
Related
Des
i
red
Not
Oes
i
red
1. Serve on systemwide curriculum
commi ttee
2. Assist teachers in evaluating the
effectiveness of the curriculum
3. Provide for parental involvement in
curriculum develoomenc
k. Develop school budget
5. Evaluate classroom instruction
6. Serve as member of school curriculum
commi ttee
7. Help identify needs of learners in
order to develoo curriculum obiectives
8. Provide teacher reference material
for development of curriculum
9. Assist teachers in selecting
curriculum materials
10. Conduct curriculum inservice
workshops for teachers
(Please go on to page 5)
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(Part B. continued) COLUMN 1 COLUMN 1
1
Relation of Activi ty
to
Curriculum Development
Your Desired
Future
1 nvol vement
Acti vi ties
Directly Related
1
Somewhat
Related
Not
Related
Oes
1
red
Not
Des
I
red
11. Consult with curriculum specialists
in school system
12. Plan or present demonstration
teach i ng
13. Meet with students on curriculum
commi ttees
14'. Set up meetings for teachers
with curriculum specialists
1$. Select textbooks
16. Plan programs for students with
special needs
17. Provide supplies for teachers' use -
18. Evaluate curriculum materials
19. Involve school in innovative projects
20. Help teachers develop innovative
projects
21. Inform parents about curriculum
22. Consult faculty advisory group about
textbook selection
23. Discuss educational research with
facul tv
24. Serve as resource person in the
class room
25. Insure that teachers follow prescribed
curriculum
26. Encourage use of community resources
27. Act as chairperson on school
curriculum committee
28. Utilize scnool philosophy to develop
curriculum objectives
Part C.
Please return to the beginning of Part B and circle five of the
twenty-eight activities listed on pages four and five which you feel
should have top priority as part of the role of the elementary school
principal in curriculum development,
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INTERVIISW SCHEDULE
OoiW No
.
Wt^At AW th« sovu'cos of your wsponaibllity in curriculum
dowlov'nwnt? Is it listsd in yovir job dsscription, contrACt,
cW legated by a sui'erior, or initiated by you?
Q. Wt\at is the extent of your present involvement in curriculv»m
vievelopment? How much time do ^»ou vievote to curriculvxm
vlevelo^xment?
WtxAt is yovxr i^ersoxxal vJefinition of curriculvim vievelopment?
Me there any curriculum vievelopment activities wixich you
think shoulvl be advled to or svxbtractevl from tlxose listed oix
the qvxestioi-mAire?
Do yovx have an^* comments to nxake abovxt v*ouv priorities amvMxg
curriculvim vievelopment activities?
Wliat would you like to see as the future curriculum vlevelop-
ment role of elementary school princiv'alsT
Do ^*011 have any other cvMuments ^^ou would like to make about
the role of the elementary school princi^^al in the
curriculum vlevelo^'^ment provjess, in general?
APPENDIX D
INTERVIEW TRANSCRIPTS
ANSWERS TO INTERVIEW QUESTIONS: URBAN PRINCIPAL 1
What are the sources of your responsibility in curriculum
development? Is it listed in your job description, contract,
delegated by a superior, or initiated by you?
Well, developing the school budget is part of the job de-
scription of the elementary principal. So, that's one.
And, certainly as a member of the School Curriculum Com-
mittee, we are expected to do that. Conducting Curriculum
In-service Workshops - principals are often called upon
for that.
In answer to Question #16, planning programs for children
with special needs, this comes under Chapter 766.
Insuring that teachers are following the prescriped cur-
riculum is one that is very important to us at this time.
Is it written down? Is it part of your job description?
Yes
.
What is the extent of your present involvement in cur-
riculum development? How much time do you devote to
curriculum development?
A difficult question, but in a given week I would think a
half day - an hour a day. What I am talking about is con-
ferences with teachers, working on the budget. We have a
supervisor for curriculum instruction in our city. So,
we do work with him.
What is your personal definition of curriculum development?
To me, the way we work things, curriculum development is -
as we go on through a given subject area and find areas
that need to be improved, we try very hard to improve them
ourselves - until we reach a point where we need to revise
the whole program, for any given year. The goal, of course,
is to provide an ongoing program. For example, in Math,
Reading, or Language Arts areas. So, there is a real attempt
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to have articulation between the different levels. And,
that calls for a great deal of thinking and working into it.
Q. Are there any curriculum development activities which you
think should be added to or subtracted from those listed
on the questionnaire?
A. I can t think of any to add at this time. I think there are
a great many here that I think we should be doing, but I'm
not sure that we really do them - at least I don't. Not in
a formal way. I do many of these things in a very informal
way, but I don't set up committees and sit down to plan or
perform many of these activities in a formal setup.
Q. What would you like to see as the future curriculum develop-
ment role of elementary school principals?
A. Again, I would like to see more autonomy for my individual
building which has needs which are different than those of
any other building. Within some kind of a framework, I
would like to see an allowance made for variations - so that
one school might be doing something different from another -
not radically different - but, within the realm of reality.
I would like to have a freer hand in the selection of text-
books for my individual building with its individual needs.
Q. Do you have any comments to make about your priorities among
curriculum development activities?
A. I would say identifying the needs of the learners, and trying
to put together a program of materials that would meet those
needs.
Q. Do you have any other comments you would like to make about
the role of the elementary school principal in the curriculum
development process - in general?
A. I think we are reaching a point where the elementary princi-
pal is being asked to do so many activities, or operations,
which are not related to curriculum or teaching that the
schools are suffering. I think the principal's image is
suffering as a result. I think the principal is thought of
as a gopher more than an educational leader . I think that
is very bad.
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ANSWERS TO INTERVIEW QUESTIONS: URBAN PRINCIPAL 2
Q. What are the sources of your responsibility in curriculum
development? Is it listed in your job description, con-
tract, delegated by a superior, or initiated by you?
A. Well, usually, you are asked to volunteer, and we do have a
good contingent of principals. Everybody, except perhaps
one or two, gets involved in curriculum development. It
comes out of the school department office - it originates
there. If someone comes in with an idea, we pass it on to
the Elementary Supervisor. From there it goes to the Super-
intendent and then if something is initiated, we are all
made aware of it
.
Q. What is the extent of your present involvement in curricu-
lum development? How much time do you devote to curriculum
development?
A. Well, we haven't really been getting into curriculum develop-
ment in this last year. We did put in that new Social
Studies Curriculum — I was on the committee — but, we are
going to start re-evaluating the reading program and the
math program. The math program has never been evaluated and
it is in its third year. The math program has been around
for about five years and we do have resource people for it
so it is a good program. It's been evaluated.
We all get involved. All elementary principals get involved
when it's going to be a new curricul\am. To work on the ac-
tual committee, there might be one or two involved; but,
we are all made aware that there will be a revision or change
in the program. Also, in the works might be a new Language
curriculum - a new English curriculum. That was supposed to
have taken place this year, but we had a bit of a change —
our superintendent resigned, and there's been so much going
on with the LCR, the TB program and federal programs, that
that was kind of side-tracked for a while.
Q. What is your personal definition of curriculum development?
A. Well, personally, curriculum development should be developed
by teachers. I don't feel it should come out of upper admin-
istration. I think it should begin with the teachers them-
selves. That is one of the ways we got our Social Studies
changed. Teachers were so dissatisfied with the new program
which began maybe three years ago, before teachers were in-
volved in anything, they made themselves vocal, and the
program has changed. That is why we have a new Social
368
Studies curriculum this year. The teachers now become in-
volved, too, on these committees. The committees for cur-
riculum development are made up of teachers, administrators,
and then the high administrators.
Q. Are there any curriculum development activities which you
think should be added to or subtracted from those listed on
the questionnaire?
A. Well, usually, here in #13 it says, "meets with students on
curriculum activities", students are very rarely involved.
In the lower elementary grades, I can see their point —
children really don't know; but, they should be involved at
the secondary level
.
We are now, with this competency testing, having to get
involved with the community. I'm a firm believer in involv-
ing the community into the schools, yet I don't feel they
are capable of choosing texts and I think this should be
left up to the administrators and people involved. The com-
munity should be involved as to what is going on in the sys-
tem, but as curriculum developers — no.
Q. Do you have any other comments to make about your priorities
among curriculum development activities?
A. Well, I might be of the old school, but I am the "basic
skills one". I was always under the impression that es-
pecially in the primary grades, there should be just read-
ing, writing and arithmetic. To this day, I still stand
for that. The Social Studies, Science, Health can come
along after. But, at least the first three grades should
be devoted to just those three basic skills. You'll call
me old-fashioned, but that's just my feeling. The others
can come into effect in grades four, five and six, if then,
but the first three grades should be devoted solely to these
three basic skills. I don't think I'll ever see that in my
term here, but that's just my belief.
Q. What would you like to see as the future curriculum develop-
ment role of the elementary school principal?
A. The future? As I said a while ago, we weren't involved in
anything. Now, we are; so, I should think this trend will
continue. We do have a new superintendent, who is an ad-
vocate of involving everyone in his system. So I think the
trend is towards involving us more and more. I think the
principal should be involved in everything that goes on.
Sometimes we are deleted someplace along the line, as in a
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case a few years ago when they put in a science program, and
we weren't involved at all. We just had the science program
thrown at us. Of course, we got the flack from the teachers,
which we really didn't deserve, because we had nothing to do
with it. Principals should be involved in all curriculum
development.
Q. Do you have any other comments you would like to make about
the role of the elementary principal in curriculum develop-
ment process? Just in general.
A. No. As I said, involvement. At least, let us know what is
going on. Other than that, no, I can't think of anything
else.
ANSWERS TO INTERVIEW QUESTIONS; URBAN PRINCIPAL 3
What are the sources of your responsibility in curriculum
development? Is it listed in your job description, contract,
delegated by a superior, or initiated by you?
You're either on a volunteer basis — you can volunteer to
participate in the curriculum development, if you have am
interest in that area and have the time to do it. In the
past, by the very nature of the school in which I have
worked, I've always been very demanding, because of the
inner city schools; and the committees I've been on have
been quite limited because of that.
What is the extent of your present involvement in curriculum
development? How much time do you devote to curriculum de-
ve lopment?
At this particular time, very little of my time is spent on
curriculum development. I have been on committees in the
past, and I'm one of ten principals who was asked to parti-
cipate in the screening committee for a new Basal series in
reading. The committee is just coming together. There's
been a committee of teachers working on it, and there was
a summer workshop for teachers this summer to review books
and materials available. So, we will be involved in adop-
ting a new Basal series. As far as other areas of the cur-
riculum, the Curriculum Supervisor has the responsibility
for developing curriculum along with the staff. The Bi-
Lingual Department, because of the very nature of it, de-
velops its own cxirriculum material, which is related to
materials that are available within the system. Plus, the
curriculum requirements under the Bi-Lingual law.
What is your personal definition of curriculum development?
I think it's a case of first of all of designating the need,
bringing together all the information you can on a subject
area, if the need be to revamp the curriculum. Up-date it
is a better word in my estimation than re-vamping or going
over it. I think that what we've been doing for the last
five or six years is just up-dating the curriculum as the
demcinds came to be . I think we have always been at the mercy
of the textbook publishers as far as curriculum is concerned,
and teacher contracts situations now have made it very dif-
ficult to move too far in any direction as far as development
of curriculiun, unless you have the materials available,
we
are responsible under our contract situation to allot
so
much money towards workbooks and workbooks are under
the
publisher's thumb. Unless we can put some pressure on
the
publisher to change, and we've seen the minute changes
that
371
came in with the black rioting — looking for black repre-
sentation in the textbooks — at first they colored the white
children black. And, that wasn't sufficient, they changed
to a black image child and some of the materials went to the
extreme. For example, the Bamk Street Reader, which was
ghetto stories, took the cow cind the fajrm out of many of the
textbooks and put ghetto scenes into the textbooks. But, as
far as the basic understandings in the textbook, I hope
there'll always be there.
Q. Are there any curriculum development activities which you
think should be added to or subtracted from those listed
on the questionnaire?
A. Well, for example, when you're talking curriculum development
with parental involvement, that's fine for an area where you
have a parental group who has the time and the expertise cind
sophistication to communicate in a group situation. In the
situations I've been in, we have a limited amount of paren-
tal involvement. Even in the school situation, other than
their individual child, and to get assistance for curricu-
lum development is above and beyond. Now, we have the de-
velopment programs using the curriculum which we have a-
vailable and we deviate from it because we are a magnet
school and we can have more latitude than the average situ-
ation, because we have the money to implement what we are
trying to do, where there are limitations as far as curri-
culum development, because the implementation is derived
from the moneys available to implement them.
Q. Do you have any comments to make about priorities among
curriculum development?
A. Well, I think the need has to be there first. There has to be
a need assessment. Over the thirty-odd years I've been in
this business, I see every time there's been a change in
administration — in the director or supervisor rank, and
they become the ciirriculum or supervisor or director, they
will look for a curriculum change so that teachers will i-
dentify the curriculum with them rather than evaluating
the need for a change in curriculum. A new broom sweeps
clean, as they say, so they sweep out what the other person
has done and bring in their new identity and people identify
to them. I'm not necessarily sure that all the curriculum
changes that we have today are of that much advantage to us.
I can see up-dating and keeping up with the times, tiut as
far as the need for tremendous curriculum change, it's like
re-inventing the wheel.
what would you like to see as the future curriculum deve-
lopment role of elementary school principals?
If 1 had my choice, and had the time, I'd like to have more
input in the initial stages whether the need for curriculum
change is that apparent or is this selfish motivation or
intrinsic rather than extrinsic motivation for the change.
And, I am pretty well convinced that at this particular time
much of the curriculum change is brought about by the in-
trinsic motivation of the person who is fostering it, and
teachers have never been in a position to fight this change
as an individual. As an organization, they probably will
come to the surface eventually to dictate which direction
curriculum should go. And, I don't think that's too bad,
because there 'd be a better consensus than from just one
person who is relating to another person who might be a
superior indicating that this is a good time to change. And,
federal moneys have also fostered many changes because it
creates institutes, it creates jobs and it builds empires.
So, the need isn't for the child as much as it is for the
administrator or whoever is involved in the situation.
Do you have any other comments you would like to make about
the role of the elementary school principal in the curricu-
lum development process, in general?
Well, I don't think we have the leadership in the college
areas. I think that one of the bad features today is that
colleges are recruiting students more so than ever before,
and there again, you have a vested interest. We are going
to see more of this with the reduction in staff. Because,
the reduction in staff which is hitting the public schools
today is pressing on the college situation tomorrow and the
economy is pressing on the college situation. The reduction
in taxpayer's moneys that is coming about through budget cuts
is also going to be scrutinized that much more cind we are
going to be getting a better type of curriculum in the fu-
ture, because we are going to get a professional person who
is sincerely interested in changing curriculum and the money
is not the major factor in changing curriculum. If you wait
three years, any textbook company will sell you the book to-
day and say it is the best series on the market, three years
from now they will come out with a revised edition and again
tell you this is the best — better than the other one. I
say to them, then why did you sell me the others when you
knew you were going to get a better one?
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ANSWERS TO INTERVIEW QUESTIONS; SUBURBAN PRINCIPAL 1
Q. ^at are the sources of your responsibility in curriculumdevelopment? Is it listed in your job description, con-
tract, delegated by a superior, or initiated by you?
A. This is in the job description. Some of the things that I
am doing that are above and beyond, were delegated by the
superintendent of the schools.
Q. Were some of those activities initiated by you in the cur-
riculum development area — either in your own school or in
the system?
A. Yes.
Q. What is the extent of your present involvement in curriculum
development? How much time do you devote to curriculum
development?
A. Out of 100% of the time, I would say a good 10% — subject-
wise.
Q. What is your personal definition of curriculum development?
A. I think it is a continuing and ongoing thing. Too often,
curriculum is developed wrongly, I feel, from the Table of
Contents of textbooks. I think it has to be an ongoing
thing — even after curriculum is developed. For example,
we just had a brand-new math curriculum. Instantly, we are
finding that some things were left out that should have been
put in
,
and some things are in that are not pertinent to the
curriculum. So, we are making notations and within a year
or a year and one-half, certainly, these will be re-wriiten,
so that the curriculum is, in fact, revised in those sections,
probably by adding an addendum to the curriculum.
My ro.le is to feed the information to whomever is going to
be responsible for it. The teachers will report to me, and
I in turn will report it to that person or persons respon-
sible for revision. Here, what we have done, under our last
Superintendent, is to release a person for six months to do
nothing but curriculum, and put a substitute in the classroom
for six months. Then, that's their responsibility to develop
the curriculum. In doing that, the person has one hundred
percent time to devote to it, and they even release our
grade level people.
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Q. Are there any curriculum development activities which you
think should be added to or subtracted from those listed
on the questionnaire?
A. No.
Q. Do you have any comments to make about your priorities among
curriculum development activities?
A. Well, I think we should play a very key role. If we don't
play a key role, we know the pulse and feeling of our staff
and I think, generally, staffs and principals reflect pretty
much the same ideas. If we don't have a role in it, it's
going to make it awfully tough to get it accepted.
Because, if it is pushed on us it really rubs against our
grain, our philosophy. In this town there are six elementary
principals and we have to make that curriculum work. We used
to, in each of our schools, develop curriculum within each
of our schools, so each one of us was an entity to ourselves.
This was fine while our districts were firm but now that
declining enrollment and increasing population, we're finding
that we no longer have districts that are just ours. I've
got kids that are living in my geographic district now from
other schools . . .
So, our whole philosophy is changing. Now, especially in the
Reading, Writing, and Arithmetic areas; well, in the Social
Studies and Science too, it's going to be the same curricu-
lim — try to select the same books, so that if a child moves
from here to anywhere in the town, they're basically opera-
ting with the same materials. So, we're talking basal adop-
tions, really.
Q. What would you like to see as the future curriculum develop-
ment role of elementary school principals?
A. I don't mean that we should get overly involved — I don't
think we should write it — but we should be part of that
writing. Whatever individual or group is doing this, they
have to keep us posted on what is happening, and not throw
the works at us all of a sudden. And, unless this is done,
I think education is going to suffer
.
li
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ANSWERS TO INTERVIEW QUESTIONS: SUBURBAN PRINCIPAL 2
Q. What are the sources of your responsibility in curriculum
development? Is it listed in your job description, con-
tract, delegated by a superior, or initiated by you?
A. That's kind of a hard one, because as I indicated to you,
that responsibility was solely in the hands of one in-
dividual in the past. Now, that position has been phased
out, so that now the major coordinating role I would assume
rests with the superintendent of schools, and then he in
turn will delegate it to the rest of us.
Q. What is the extent of your present involvement in curriculum
development? How much time do you devote to curriculum
development?
A. Up until last year, we had a Curriculum Coordinator in the
system. That position was abolished last June. Prior to
that position being abolished, he was responsible for co-
ordinating the curriculum within the system. His responsi-
bilities were Kindergarten through Grade 12. At this par-
ticular point in time, the various curriculums appear to be
pretty well intact. At least as far as the elementary level
is concerned, we know where we're going - we've got (written)
curriculums and we are well on our way to just delivering the
curriculum, rather than getting involved in designing or
re-designing. So, I'm saying to you that I don't think that
we have, at this particular point, anything really pressing.
The one area that is kind of hanging fire right now is the
elementary Math curriculim, and that's largely because this
is our second year in a brand-new program and we're beginning
to realize that there are some short-comings along the way —
the fact that we don't appear to be addressing ourselves to
the more capable student as well as we thought we would ob-
viously means that we're going to have to revamp that. One
of the ways in which we are doing that is to invite special-
ists and consultants from the publisher. That responsibility
right now is kind of jointly shared by the building princi-
pals and one administrator, in terms of implications. For
example, one elementary school principal is going to kind of
ride herd on reading, another one on social studies, etc.
But we all share equally the concerns.
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Q. What is your personal definition of curriculum development?
A. I think curriculum development should be an ongoing, inves-
tigative process. I would like to look at it much the same
way that somebody would say cin evaluation being done. I
would like to periodically evaluate what we are doing —
what we are doing well, we want to capitalize on — and,
those things that we are not doing well we need to find ways
in which to correct those deficiencies. I look at curri-
culum development in the very same way. There is a parallel
there with curriculxom development and evaluation.
Q. Are there any curriculum development activities which you
think should be added to or subtracted from those listed
on the questionnaire?
A. No.
Q. Do you have any comments to make about your priorities among
curriculum development activities?
A. I think one of our major concerns is how to deal with the
individual differences that you encounter in a classroom.
How do you maintain some semblance of continuity of sequence
in a curriculum area and still address yourself to individual
differences.
Q. What would you like to see as the future curriculum develop-
ment role of elementary school principals?
A. That's kind of a hard question to answer. The problem that
I see is that — yes, I should be doing more; but, what
about the rest of the operation? Curriculum is just one as-
pect of the total job. I think that what we need to do peri-
odically is to evaluate what we are doing, how we are doing
it, seek out ways in which to inprove the content of our
programs — kind of on an ongoing basis. One of the problems
that I see facing us right now is that we have things pretty
well packaged — at the moment — and I think that it's going
to be very, very easy to say, "that's it", and it s going
to sit and rest there, and I'm sure it will carry us for ano-
ther two or three years, at which time then somebody is going
to say we ought to take a look at it and we ought to start
moving, and then we'll be moving in too many different areas.
Elementary school teachers are concerned, they're pretty much
generalists. They're really not specialists. I just don t
think that they can be effectively involved in doing too
many
things, and at the same time the curriculum.
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ANSWERS TO INTERVIEW QUESTIONS : SUBURBAN PRINCIPAL 3
Q. What are the sources of your responsibility in curriculiim
development? Is it listed in your job description, con-
tract, delegated by a superior, or initiated by you?
A. It's in the job description. There is a job description for
elementary principals which lists specific responsibilities
for supervising curriculum and curriculum development. But,
then there's also a delegation of responsibility within
that system.
Q. What is the extent of your present involvement in curriculum
development? How much time do you devote to curriculum
development?
A. I'm personally responsible for the Mathematics curriculum
K - 5 and that basically means that any change in the Math-
ematics curriculum originates with me and a group of people
with whom I work. That usually happens, or has happened, in
the past on a sort of periodic basis as we review curriculum,
which we don't do it every year. It's on a rotating basis —
about every five years the math program is revised, or re-
viewed anyway. In the past, it's usually a revision as well
as a review. A lot of teacher input. In our last process,
I was Chairman of the Committee that made a change in cur-
riculum. So, I would say in that sense I had a direct re-
sponsibility there. Now, in other areas, I have a supervisory
responsibility, not just in terms of asking how progress is
being made with the curriculum, or if there are any problems
with materials that people need, but also feel responsibility
to be somewhat critical of the curriculum and send it back
to those people who have that responsibility. On my own
initiative, I've taken the responsibility of making a change
in the Spelling program within the last few years; even
though spelling, per se, is not a curriculum area that I
have system-wide responsibility for. I just felt, and the
other principals agreed, that we would do that in our own
buildings.
Q. I was wondering how much time you generally devote to curricu-
lum development activities?
A. Curriculum development would probably take up between five and
ten percent of the typical year.
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Q. What is your personal definition of curriculum development?
A. Well, I think in the experience with curriculum development
I've had is getting teachers to evaluate whether what they
are doing is appropriate for children in meeting their in-
terests and needs developmentally — whether it's something
they feel they can handle through their own background —
I think that has a lot to do with it. And, I think curricu-
lum development in a sense then would include some in-service,
as well as just thinking about the sxabject — think c±)Out
the people who are going to use it as well. I think a com-
ponent we have never really tapped in the public schools is
the community — reflecting the interests and needs of the
community is something we have never done and I think that's
part of the reason that we have critics of the schools —
because they don't know what is going on in the schools, and
they don't feel they have been a part of the development of
the program of the schools. In a very real sense, some of the
school which are in the deepest trouble with the public are
schools which have depended on the professionals to make
decisions when they should have had lay input. I think that's
a very big part of the problem.
Q. Are there any curriculum development activities which you
think should be added to or subtracted from those listed on
the questionnaire?
A. Well, I don't see it here, but it's probably implied in a
couple of them, in terms of initiating curriculum change. I
think the principal has a somewhat more flexible time sched-
ule, somewhat broader range of contacts, by the fact that
they attend meetings more frequently and meet other people,
and I think is therefore in a position to be exposed to the
kinds of curriculum inputs, so I think initiating really
should be one of their responsibilities. I don't see anything
I would take off the list. I think any one of these areas,
when you do get into it, is a very consuming area. In other
words
,
you may spend five or ten percent on curriculum during
the year, but in any given week when you're in the middle of
evaluation, for instance, you can be spending 70 percent of
that week on it.
Do you have any comments to make about your priorities among
curriculum development activities?
Yes
,
I think there are a couple of areas that I would like to
do more with in terms of my priorities, and I think it s a
high priority. One is teacher development, which I think
is
a high priority. That would include in-service, but
not be
restricted to in-service. The principal, for instance, is
the
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one who gets the mail which comes in on any curriculum materi-
als, or the salesmen contacts. That kind of contact should
also be available for teachers. I think teachers need to be
freed up a certain amoung of time to attend meetings, to talk
with people, to visit other schools. I think you have the
same problem as the principal, and that is that you can't
limit the progress of the school by the perception and ability
of one person at the head of the school. You have to broaden
your horizon for the people within the school
, as you wouldn
'
t
^ class full of kids to be limited by the teacher's
perceptions. So a school shouldn't be limited by what a
principal can do.
Q. What would you like to see as the future curriculum development
role of elementary school principals?
A. I think that it first of all should have something to do with
my own background, my own feeling and expertise, and then I
think that there should be an opportunity for me to have input
in other curriculum areas, as I feel I have something to offer,
as I like to not only initiate in my own area, but to help out
in other areas too.
I think the whole concept of curriculum development is an on-
going kind of thing and I think that the work year needs to be
re-thought in terms of some of the things that have to be done.
I'm always impressed, for instance, when I talk to some of my
friends who work for IBM or Monsanto or places like this. A
good deal of their time during any given period of time of a
year is spent in development of one kind or another and they
are either being trained for or working on it with developments
specifically their goal for a specific period of time. I don't
see schools doing this. We sort of do it on an off-hand basis,
a catch-as-catch-can basis. The books are falling apart,
shall we buy new books or shall we reorder the old books?
That's when curriculum change is initiated. I don't think
that is a very legitimate way of going about it. Certainly
not an intelligent motivation, and yet I think that's by and
large what happens. I think that one of the things that all
school systems lack is a research and development facet and
that's not just limited to principals — it's the whole sys-
tem -- there's no systematic way of evaluating what's being
done and determining when a change is needed and how to go
about it. It's very much an individual matter.
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Q. Do you have any other comments you would like to make about
the role of the elementary school principal in the curriculum
development process?
A. Well, I think it's essential that the elementeiry principal be
involved in it, because I don't think curriculum itself gets
changed or remains changed or improves unless the principal
is enthusiastic about it and willing to support it. In our
setting here, we control the school budget. So, if we have
enthusiasm for a particular area and want to see it developed
we can generate funds to afford it. I think that's the other
side of it, too. I think one of the roles that the elementary
principal has is to be pounding on the superintendent's door
to get the resources which the school needs, and if he has
the enthusiasm and knowledge about the curriculum area that
needs work, a good idea comes along which he wants to develop,
he has, once again, the freedom of movement much more so than
the teacher does
,
to contact the people who can make a change
and effect that, and I think that's a real leadership role
that the principal should take
.
ANSWERS TO INTERVIEW QUESTIONS; RURAL PRINCIPAL 1
What are the sources of your responsibility in curriculum
development? Is it listed in your job description, contract,
delegated by a superior, or initiated by you?
We have not been doing a great job; I'm not really sure of
how to say why
,
but I think we have been lax in not keeping
3. curriculum updated, and I think we find ourselves now where
all our subject areas are being looked at for some kind of
development. They are all teacher committees, and the other
principal oversees some and I oversee some. Thta's the way
we function.
What is the extent of your present involvement in curriculum
development? How much time do you devote to curriculum
development?
We have teacher curriculum committees, and my function in this
committee is to oversee, or sit in on them to find out the
direction the teachers are taking. Teachers really have most
to do with curriculum development or change.
What is your personal definition of curriculum development?
I think curriculum, as we see it here, is dependent upon the
needs that either the community or the school or the children
feel are necessary. I think we are very conservative in kinds
of things we include in the curriculum. We are pretty basic,
so that we don't branch out into a lot of areas in curriculum
that you might find in a larger community. But, it does begin
with the needs and then we just update those needs as we see
them arise.
Are there any curriculum development activities which you
think should be added to or subtracted from those listed on
the questionnaire?
I don't remember any offhand, and I really don't see any, as
I go through it quickly, that I would want to.
Do you have any comments to make about your priorities among
curriculum development activities?
What I see as priorities in curriculum development? The needs
of the children in the community would be what I would base
our curriculum on.
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Q. What would you like to see as the future curriculum development
role of the elementary school principal?
A. From my own position, I don't see any changes in our role here.
I think the elementary principals should be on top in their
own curriculum, no matter what system we're talking about.
I realize that that is just another responsibility and does
take a great deal of time, but it is essential that they be on
top of all curriculum.
Q. Do you have any other comments you might want to add about
curriculum development in the elementary school principal's
role?
A. No, I don't think so. I think my job is to oversee the
curriculum as it is developed. It depends upon what the
needs are for those people involved in curriculum.
ANSWERS TO INTERVIEW QUESTIONS: RURAL PRINCIPAL 2
What are the sources of your responsibility in curriculum
development? Is it listed in your job description, contract,
delegated by a superior, or initiated by you?
I have no formal job description, and so I do initiate it.
I look at the principal as a leader of development of curricu-
lum, but not as one who hands down cin ultimatum. I like the
teachers to determine the needs and then work with the teachers
in order to choose a curriculimi that they designed. That's
how I look at my role — not as dictator, but as an aide to
start things going. They have to be made to buy into it and
to feel it's part of their desire.
First, what is the extent of your present involvement in
curriculum development? How much time do you devote to
curriculum development?
We have, at present, a steering committe which is a repre-
sentative sample of the faculty which decides which area of
the curriculum to be developed, from one year to the next.
And this meets just about monthly, for an hour or an hour-
and-a-half, and then those teachers who are on the committee
form sub-committees of their own to develop the next particular
stage. Then, we start interviewing different salesmen or we
start reviewing different materials. Then it becomes about
an hour-and-a-half weekly for a period of about two or three
months. We also have a curriculum committee that is system-
wide, which is about one-meeting-a-month type deal.
What is your personal definition of curriculum development?
Review established curriculum, evaluate it, and determine the
need for either a change or stay with what we have. If we
choose to stay with what we have, then if we are going to up-
grade what we have with supplementary material. I also look
at curriculum development in terms of adding new things
to the curriculum which are not part of the standard Reading,
Writing and Arithmetic type programs, and those things are
added to our regular day.
Are there any curriculum development activities which you think
should be added to or subtracted from those listed on the
questionnaire?
I don't see anything that is not on here that I think ought
to be on that I can think of right now.
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Q. Do you have any comments to make about your priorities among
curriculum development activities?
A. Yes, two. Number one, to strengthen the basics, and number
two, to provide those types of programs which the children
would not be exposed to in a particular community in which
they live. Like, we're very much neglected in this area of
the state in terms of arts — you know, the individual arts
and the performing arts. So, as one thing which we have
developed in the curriculum is an appreciation of the arts and
P^J^ticipation in the arts. We have no way of getting to
Springfield — at least most of the children, so we try to
develop that.
Q. What would you like to see as the future curriculum develop-
ment role of elementary school principals?
A. Well, I think to evaluate and to suggest change if I feel the
need is there and the teachers don't observe the need them-
selves. Also, to assist teachers in terms of workshops or
assistance in teaching new programs. I don't think that that
should be solely the job of the principal. I think the prin-
cipal ought to be working with the teachers, or at least
representatives from the faculty. I think curriculum change
is a very touchy thing and I don't think teachers like to have
change imposed upon them. I think that the role of the principal
is to be working with the teachers to develop the curriculum,
and not master of or no say at all . I think I have hit upon
a happy medium. Of course, I have veto power, which I haven't
exercised, but I don't see the need for it either. Sometimes
I eat crow, and other times I have full agreement.
If I have many more responsibilities, I won't be able to do
too much. I think we should have an opportunity for input but
I really don't have time to sit down for any extensive period
of time to do the things we are talking about here , because
just to keep the school operating and meet the needs of forty
or fifty people who are working in the school, teaching every
day, is a major function. It's a management situation that the
principal has moved into now. Curriculum has always been dic-
tated by the publishing companies and if it's a curriculum
supervisor now, I see more and more curriculum supervisors
acting as contributors to textbook companies and there's a
vested interest situation involved in the direction they flow
toward the textbook company that might do more for them than
for the child.
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ANSWERS TO INTERVIEW QUESTIONS: RURAL PRINCIPAL 3
Q. What are the sources of your responsibility in curriculum
development? Is it listed in your job description, contract,
delegated by a superior, or initiated by you?
A. Basically, it is part of the job description of the principal.
We are responsible for all curriculum in the building. This
is pretty well spelled out and is generally done in cooperation
with the teaching staff. In other words, you have to involve
the teachers as well. The primary responsibility for the
curriculum is the principal's. As far as the superintendent,
yes, he does delegate a great deal of it to the principals,
particularly under the new Basic Skills Improvement Program
which is coming up. This is kind of the impetus right now
for us to get everything down on paper that we have been doing.
Many areas of the curriculiim have never been written down.
It's a small community and they didn't spend a great deal of
time in the past on writing up formal curriculum for each sub-
ject. We are involved in that right now and will be completing
it after the first of the year, probably. It's been about a
two-year provess. It's very involved, because we did attack
about twelve areas at the same time, which is rather deadly.
One at a time is generally good, but to attack twelve! But,
they are coming out with some pretty good goals and objectives.
Q. What is the extent of your present involvement in curriculum
development? How much time do you devote to curriculum
development?
A. Probably about fifteen percent. Ten to fifteen percent, some-
where in that neighborhood. We have curriculum committees
operating in all subject areas right now. And administrators
are more or less, while not assigned to any specific committee,
are involved in formulation of the curriculum in all areas.
We have workshop days where teachers are devoting full days to
curriculum. Administrators do work in that area for that period
of time.
Q. What's your personal definition of curriculum development?
A. Personal? I guess it's an ongoing process in which you evaluate
what you're doing with the idea that if you want to add to or
subtract from the present curriculum, you study materials, try
to involve your philosophy in it and come up with what's the
best thing for the kids.
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Q. Are there any curriculum development activites which you think
should be added to or subtracted from those listed on the
questionnaire?
A. One here, which probably doesn't apply much to my level, is
meeting with students on curriculum, because at my level, they
don't know how to read yet. Now, on #16, providing programs for
students with special needs, from the principal's point of
view, I'm not sure how directly, except on a CORE evaluation, or
something like that.
Q. Do you have any comments to maJce about your priorities among
curriculum development activities?
A. There's one on the list here which I think is important — inform
the parents. I find this — particularly at my level -- is
important — to inform parents what our curriculum is, why we do
certain things, why the children are involved in different activ-
ities. Public relations goes right together with it. It really
is the best public relations to have the parents on the school
cxirriculum. I guess that's a priority.
Q. What would you like to see as the future curriculum development
role of elementary school principals?
A. Probably anything that would have to do with supervision; in other
words, the purchasing of materials, supervision to be sure
curriculum is carried out the way it is supposed to be. From
that end of it, on strictly a management basis, from the
curriculum development end of it, I would think the strongest
thing would be to provide the teachers with materials which they
can use, or the committee can use to choose curriculum and
develop curriculum. That type of thing.
Q. Do you have any other comments you'd like to make about the role
of the elementary school principal in general?
A. Greatest job in the world. I don't know, I think it's, or many
times can be, a "can of worms." Because, we are pressed for
time. The curriculum is jammed with so many things now. It
seems like when you write a curriculum, you never delete anything
from what has happened before — we always add more to the
curriculum. Realistically speaking, there are just so many hours
in a day that the teachers can get this stuff across. The
"science person" is always feeling that the first grade, second,
or third grade, needs science for forty minutes a day, five days
a week. And you're slighting their area of the program.
Basically, I'm a very strong reading and math person and I think
if you teach kids reading and math the first two or three years
of school that you've done your job and that the other things will
come later
.
1
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